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ABSTRACT 
A NATIONAL STUDY OF ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION 
FOR SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS 
MAY 1993 
JOHN STANFORD GOODEN, B.A., DELAWARE STATE COLLEGE 
M.A., CITY COLLEGE OF NEW YORK 
Ed. D. , UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Professor Gretchen B. Rossman 
This study examines the status of alternative 
certification policies for school administrators in the 
United States using a descriptive research methodology. The 
research questions guiding this investigation were designed 
to discern the reasons alternative certification policies 
were implemented, to discover how policies differed from one 
state to another, and to develop a demographic profile of 
school administrators certified using an alternative 
certification route. The study's population was 
certification directors or their designee in the 50 states 
and the District of Columbia. 
Two questionnaires, documents, and follow-up telephone calls 
were the sources of data. 
Forty-nine states and the District of Columbia 
participated in the study. Thirty-seven states and the 
District of Columbia indicated that they did not have 
alternative certification polcies for school administrators. 
Of these states, two indicated that they had alternative 
vm 
policies for school administrator and discontinued them, and 
one state indicated that they were considering implementing a 
policy. 
Twelve states indicated that they had alternative 
certification policies for school administrators. Each of 
these states also have alternative certification policies for 
teachers. Seven of these states are located in the Northeast, 
and four are in New England. Eight states implemented their 
policies between 1986 and 1992. Four alternative 
certification models are being used by states: individualized 
evaluation, provisional certificate, special certificate, and 
a variation of the traditional certificate. 
Demographic data about those using the alternative 
certification route were limited and not reported in a 
uniform manner. These factors limited the analysis and 
generalizations made about the demographic profile of 
cerificate recipients using the alternative route. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
The United States is facing complex economic and social 
problems that some claim are causing the nation to lose its 
position as a leader in the international arena. 
Politicians, educators, and business leaders argue that 
American schools are at the heart of the problem because they 
are not preparing students to compete in the global economy 
(Bolman, Johnson, Murphy, & Weiss, 1990; Murphy, 1990; NGA, 
1986, 1987; Bennett, 1986; National Commission on Excellence 
in Education, 1983). Those calling for educational reform 
identify illiterate high school graduates who lack the 
necessary skills to compete in the work place, an ever 
increasing high school drop-out rate, and a dramatic decline 
in student performance on standardized tests when compared to 
their international counterparts as some symptoms of this 
crisis (Murphy, 1990; NGA, 1986) . Reformers, therefore, have 
been calling for more excellence, accountability, and 
« 
competition from our nation's schools. 
Former President George Bush and the United States 
Department of Education made education a national priority 
with the America 2000 initiative (USDE, 1991) . The program 
is the outgrowth of the six National Education Goals 
developed by Mr. Bush and nation's governors at the 1989 
Educational Summit in Charlottevilie, Virginia. Excellence, 
competition, and accountability with the hope of creating 
schools that will prepare students to meet the global 
challenges of the next century are the focus of the 
initiative. 
The America 2000 strategy calls for more student, 
teacher, and administrator accountability. The evaluation of 
school and student performance through the use of report 
cards, standardized tests, merit school programs, schools of 
choice initiatives, and the creation of the "New American 
School" (USDE, 1991) are just some ways reformers hope to 
accomplish this goal. To improve the quality and preparation 
of teachers and administrators, the strategy calls for the 
creation and funding of academies for school leaders and 
teachers. It also suggests that new state certification 
policies be adopted to make admittance to the profession more 
accessible to talented individuals who are not certified as 
educators. This process is known as alternative 
certification. 
The authors of America 2000 contend that traditional 
certification requirements deter qualified professionals from 
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other fields from pursuing careers in education (USDE, 1991). 
Mr. Bush said that "we should break down the barriers to 
talented people who want to teach and have demonstrated their 
competence in other fields" (Feistritzer and Chester, 1991, 
p. 11). Those who would like to become teachers or 
administrators in the nation’s public schools must obtain 
state certification by completing various requirements. 
These include, in most states, course work in teacher and 
educational administration, passing standardized tests, and 
2 
having clinical field experiences through a state accredited 
college or university. Advocates of alternative 
certification for school administrators contend that those 
seeking to become educators are sometimes frustrated and 
discouraged because the requirements are usually unrelated to 
their area of interest (USDE, 1991). 
Certification 
In education, the power to regulate the entry of people 
into the profession is held by state legislatures. This 
function emanates from each states’ constitutional obligation 
to provide for the well-being and education of children 
(O'Reilly, 1989). Certification, however, has not always 
been under the control of state governments. Kinney (1964) 
reasoned that certification is a unique American institution 
and traced its development from being decentralized under 
local and county authority to the present-day centralized 
system which is under the control of state government. 
Kinney’s (1964) work shows that the requirements for 
certification proliferated as control became more and more 
centralized. 
Certification is often confused with licensing, and the 
two terms are sometimes used interchangeably. Certification 
is the method used by states to signify that an individual 
has completed the mandated requirements and accomplished the 
basic competencies to perform a particular function within a 
profession (Khaloui, 1991, Silhanek, 1990). Licensing, in 
contrast, is the process through which an agency or 
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government gives permission to an individual to engage in a 
particular type of work, and it is illegal for one to work in 
the profession or trade without the proper and required 
license (Shimberg, 1991). States share the responsibility 
for admitting individuals to the professions with 
professional organizations. They set standards "designed to 
protect the public from incompetence and the professional 
membership from competition with the unqualified" (Kinney, 
1964, p. 120). Kinney (1964) outlines three key elements 
that make-up professional licensure: 
a. Placing on the college staff the 
responsibility for development of adequate 
programs of preparation. 
b. Systematic appraisal and accrediting of 
programs by an agency of the profession. 
c. Screening of candidates for admission, and 
enforcement of standards for practice, by a 
licensure board of professional personnel 
« 
appointed by the state (p. 118). 
Although details like examination requirements vary from one 
license or profession to another, the central purpose is to 
insure quality preparation, rigorous screening (Kinney, 
1964), and a code of discipline that is enforced by one's own 
peers with the legal backing of the state. (Shimberg, 1991). 
Certification in education differs from licensure in 
other professions in three ways. First, certification is not 
a "badge of professional membership" (Kinney, 1964, p. 119). 
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Certification applies only to administrators, teachers, and 
other personnel working in public primary and secondary 
schools. Educators working in private and parochial schools 
and colleges and universities do not have to be state 
certified (Shimberg, 1991). 
Second, each state legislature places control of 
certification in the hands of their state board of education, 
therefore, the locus of control is not jointly shared by the 
state and professional educational organizations. Colleges 
and universities, once accredited by their respective state 
education department, are empowered to design and deliver 
professional education programs and recommend students who 
have completed their programs for certification. However, 
their role is minimal when compared to the control that other 
professions (Shimberg, 1991). 
Third, certification is a civil service process which 
mandates standards of preparation and employment for public 
school professionals (Kinney, 1964). According to Kinney, 
"in no other profession is the pattern of preparation 
stereotyped in admission requirements" (p. 120). In 
education, qualifications for positions are determined by 
certification requirements, however, in other professions it 
is a professional administrative responsibility. Therefore, 
education is plagued with a multiplicity of certificates 
which require professionals to seek additional certificates 
if they wish to enter a new area. For instance, an English 
teacher in an elementary school who wants to be certified to 
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teach high school English must complete the requirements for 
the new grade levels. Moreover, the teacher must complete 
another set of certification requirements to become certified 
as a building principal. Meyer and Rowan (1977) and Rossman 
(1983) reasoned that education has this multiplicity of 
credentials because those outside of the field believe that 
they have little control over what happens in schools or 
classrooms. It is necessary, therefore, to devise methods to 
closely regulate public school professionals. 
In summary, there is significant difference between the 
control that education has over its professionals when 
compared to other fields. If the nation's schools are to 
change, however, the educational enterprise must be given the 
control and authority that is enjoyed by other professions 
(O'Reilly, 1989; Kinney, 1964). 
Administrator certification 
it 
The fifty states and the District of Columbia have 
reformed their certification regulations over the last ten 
years to make them more rigorous (O'Reilly, 1989). The 
minimum requirement for initial certification as a public 
schoolteacher is a bachelor's degree. Although administrator 
certification varies greatly from one state to another, all 
states require candidates to have from one to five years 
teaching experience, at least a master's degree from a state 
approved program, and courses in educational administration 
(NASDTEC, 1991; Baptist, 1989; O'Reilly, 1989). Baptist 
(1989) said that some states require written examinations. 
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supervised fieldwork, and four states require assessment 
center evaluations to receive state certification. 
States empower colleges and universities to design and 
deliver preparation programs, and to recommend for 
certification those students who have completed their 
programs. Educational administration programs have received 
sharp criticism in recent years because reformers believe 
that strong, competent leadership is essential to improve the 
nation’s schools (NGA, 1986). The National Council for 
Excellence in Educational Administration (NCEEA) concluded 
that this process of screening into the profession, which is 
tied to certification, "is poorly executed" (1988, p. 25). 
Critics cited the following as some problems with educational 
administration programs: low admission standards, students 
admitted to programs with low scores on standardized tests 
(Achilles, 1988; Griffiths, Stout & Forsyth, 1988), poor 
clinical training (Peterson & Finn, 1985), programs lacking 
rigor, students not taking courses in sequence, and courses 
not relevant to practice (Achilles, 1988; Griffiths, Stout, & 
Forsyth, 1988). 
Educational administration programs must verify that 
students are certified, experienced teachers to endorse 
candidates for certification (Khaloui, 1991; Silhanek, 1990; 
Cooper & Boyd, 1988; Cooperman, 1988) . Cooperman (1988) and 
Cooper and Boyd (1988) believe that this requirement is 
deleterious to the profession because it excludes talented 
people from other fields who have a different management 
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perspective. Critics of educational administration programs 
and certification believe that preparation programs are self- 
selecting because potential students need or want an 
additional degree or courses for career advancement. Many 
students take 6-12 credits before applying for admission to 
the program, and many have little leadership experience 
(Cooper and Boyd, 1988; Cooperman, 1988). 
It is with these concerns that President Bush and the 
United States Department of Education, in their America 2000 
initiative, identified alternative administrator 
certification as one of their priorities. Their initiative 
stated: 
Congress will be asked to make grants available to 
states and districts to develop alternative 
certification systems for teachers and principals. 
New college graduates and others seeking a career 
change into teaching or school leadership are often 
frustrated by certification requirements unrelated 
t 
to subject area knowledge or leadership ability. 
This initiative will help states and districts to 
develop means by which individuals with an interest 
in teaching and school leadership can overcome 
these barriers (USDE, 1991, p. 16). 
Alternative Certification 
Alternative certification policies and programs are not 
a new phenomenon. Alternative teacher preparation policies 
have been in place since the early 1980s (Cornett, 1991; 
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Feistritzer & Chester, 1991; Wisniewki; 1986; Watts, 1986; 
Hazlett, 1984). Feistritzer and Chester's (1991) research 
indicates that 39 states currently have alternative programs 
for teacher certification. These programs were created in 
response to the teacher shortage in rural and urban areas, 
and the need for the profession to attract qualified math and 
science professionals to the field (Cornett, 1991; Khaloui, 
1991; Southern Regional Education Board, 1988) . 
Alternative certification policies for school 
administrators are a more recent phenomenon. Silhanek 
(1990), in a recent study, concluded that 16 states have 
alternative certification policies for school administrators 
and very little has been written about these policies. 
However, to address this issue, the National Policy Board 
states that outstanding professionals who are trained in 
other disciplines and have the necessary skills to become 
school administrators should be permitted to enter the 
profession. However, admitting these individuals to the 
field should be the exception, not the rule (NPB, 1990). The 
Board stated: 
the process must assure citizens that the usual 
standards for admission to practice are maintained, 
that criteria are not compromised, and that 
expediency does not erode quality (p. 5). 
The Board recommended that state policymakers should use the 
following guidelines when developing an alternative 
certification model: 
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1. Teaching and Learning: A demonstration of a 
thorough understanding of effective learning and 
the instructional processes which lead to it, 
including best practice and appropriate theory. 
2. Leadership Experience: A scope and level of 
responsibility comparable to the position for 
which credentialling is sought; a record of 
successful and effective administrative 
behavior. 
3. Education: An undergraduate degree from a 
regionally accredited institution; broad formal 
preparation at the post-baccalaureate level. 
4. Personal Attributes: A proven capability in the 
area of human relations and decision making; 
confirmation of adequate oral and written 
expression; recognition of multicultural 
sensibilities. 
5. Social Context: An understanding of the role of 
t 
education in a democratic society; familiarity 
with current social and economic issues related 
to education; recognition of governmental and 
legal influences on schooling; perspective on 
the ways schools serve the larger society. 
6. Institutional Context: An understanding of the 
procedures and processes by which school 
districts and schools develop policy and deliver 
programs to serve students, including the role 
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the lay citizen governance and participation in 
schools; familiarity with the organizational 
culture and operations of schools; awareness of 
alternative structures, (pp. 6-7) 
The National Policy Board (1990) postulates that avenues 
should be created so qualified individuals can become school 
administrators. Furthermore, it recommended that alternative 
certification policies be consistent with and more stringent 
than those criteria used for attaining the traditional 
credential. 
The motivation behind the creation of alternative 
certification for school administrators is unclear. Bliss 
(1988), in his analysis of the supply and demand for public 
school administrators, presented data from certification 
agencies that "indicate that the supply of public school 
administrators in the United States is at least two and one- 
third times the number of available administrative positions" 
(p. 198). A shortage of qualified potential school 
administrators, therefore, is not a valid argument for 
alternative certification. 
Some proponents of alternative certification for 
administrators believe that schools will not improve until 
the quality of educational leadership is strengthened 
(Murphy, 1990; Cooperman, 1988). They are critical of the 
requirement that in most states prospective administrators 
must be certified, experienced teachers. This requirement 
makes the profession a "closed shop" (Cooperman, 1988, p. 
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44). Furthermore, they believe that schools will not change 
until states recruit "qualified and well trained leaders from 
outside of education who might bring a fresh perspective to 
the task of making our schools more effective" (Cooperman, 
1988, p. 44) . 
In summary, the educational enterprise has come under 
attack because of the current reform movement. Reformers 
believe that effective school leadership is essential to 
improve schools. However, some reformers have become 
extremely critical of school leadership and the quality of 
their training. Reforming certification requirements is a 
method being used by state policymakers to improve the 
quality of educational administration programs and, in turn, 
public schools. However, some reformers believe that 
potential leaders are deterred from being school leaders 
because of certification requirements, therefore, they are 
advocating that state policymakers implement alternative 
certification policies. 
f 
Statement of the Problem 
The literature showed that although alternative 
certification for school administrators was receiving a great 
deal of national attention, it was unclear what actions state 
policymakers were taking to implement these policies. 
Therefore, there was a definite need for a national 
examination of state policies, mandates, and initiatives in 
the area of alternative certification for school 
administrators. Because several states have created and 
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implemented policies for admitting potential administrators 
to the profession and other states are currently exploring 
the idea, the status of alternative certification policies 
needed investigating. Furthermore, additional information 
was needed about the reasons why those states who adopted 
alternative certification policies have done so, and why 
states considered proposals and rejected them. Finally, 
demographic information about alternative certification was 
needed because little or no data had been gathered about 
those administrators who were certified utilizing the 
alternative certification route. 
This study addressed the following problem: Are the 50 
states and the District of Columbia adopting alternative 
certification policies for school administrators? To respond 
to this question, data was gathered about the status of 
alternative certification of school administrators in the 50 
states and the District of Columbia. Information was also 
gathered about the age, gender, ethnicity, educational and 
professional backgrounds of those who have been certified 
using the alternative certification route. 
Research Questions 
This study answered the following questions: 
1. What are the current practices of states 
regarding alternative certification policies 
for school administrators in the 50 states and 
the District of Columbia? 
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2. Why were alternative certification policies for 
school administrators implemented in each 
state? 
3. In those states where alternative certification 
policies were considered and not adopted, why 
were they rejected? 
4. In what ways do alternative certification 
policies differ from one state to another? 
5. What is the demographic profile of school 
leaders who have been certified using the 
alternative administrator certification route? 
Definitions 
Alternative Certification: a policy in which an 
individual can acquire administrative 
certification without completing traditional 
certification requirements. 
Approved Program: is a college or university that 
provides a state accredited course of study that 
one must follow to be certified in a particular 
administrative area. 
Certification: is the process in which an individual 
completes the minimum requirements outlined by the 
state to hold a particular position in public 
schools. 
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School administrator: an individual holding a 
position as an administrator at the building or 
district level in a public school system. 
Traditional certification model: is a certificate 
granted to an individual that completes an 
approved teacher or administrator training program 
at an accredited college or university. 
Significance of the Study 
An extensive review of the literature indicated there 
had been little data pertaining to alternative certification 
for school administrators and the impetus for these policies 
are coming from the United States Department of Education, 
Former President Bush, the National Governors' Association, 
business and industry, and a segment of the educational 
community. This study attempted to clarify the status of 
alternative certification policies in the 50 states and the 
District of Columbia by ascertaining which states have 
t 
policies. 
The study provides data to federal, state, and local 
policymakers, researchers, and reform-minded individuals 
about the reasons alternative certification policies were 
created or rejected. It also provides demographic information 
about those individuals certified using the alternative 
certification route. The data gathered from this study adds 
to the educational reform and certification research base. 
It also provides a foundation in which studies using other 
research methodologies may be undertaken. 
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Limitations of the Study 
1. The study deals only with those states that 
indicated that they have an alternative 
certification policy for school administrators. 
2. The study will not deal with any temporary 
certification policies (i.e. waivers, emergency 
certification, etc.). 
Basic Assumptions 
1. The surveys used in this study were valid and 
reliable means of data collection. 
2. State certification agencies have accurate methods 
for collecting and reporting data about 
certification and alternative certification of 
school administrators. 
3. The survey instrument addressed the constructs and 
t 
concerns related to alternative certification of 
school administrators. 
4. Respondents have accurately completed the surveys. 
Organization of the.Study 
This study is divided into five chapters. Chapter 1 
contains the introduction to the study. It also includes the 
following: statement of the problem, research questions, 
definitions, significance of the study, limitations, and 
basic assumptions. Chapter 2 is a review of the literature 
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that places administrative and alternative certification 
within the context of the current reform initiative. A 
description of current administrative certification practices 
are also presented and a discussion of alternative 
certification policies and programs for teachers. These 
sections are followed by a discussion of alternative 
certification of school administrators. 
Chapter 3 is a discussion of the research methodology 
which includes a discussion of the population, data 
collection procedures, and the methods used to analyze the 
data. The study's findings can be found in Chapter 4. The 
chapter's organization is guided by the study's five research 
questions. Chapter 5 includes a summary of the findings, 
discussion and conclusions, and recommendations for future 
study. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter reviews and summarizes the literature and 
current research related to alternative certification for 
school administrators. The chapter is divided into four 
sections: (1) national focus on educational reform, (2) an 
overview of certification, (3) new trends and innovations 
in administrative certification, and (4) summary. 
National Focus on Education 
The current educational reform movement was sparked by 
the publication of the National Commission on Excellence in 
Education's report: A Nation At Risk: An Imperative for 
Education Reform (1983). This widely read study blamed 
American schools for creating a "rising tide of mediocrity" 
(p.5) that will leave the nation unprepared for the 
challenges of the next century. The Commission concluded 
that the nation's schools must strive for excellence to 
change this trend. 
Murphy (1990), in his analysis of the current reform 
movement, listed 32 national reports and studies that dealt 
with school reform since 1983. Scholars have categorized the 
current reform movement into three waves (Murphy, 1990; 
Petrie, 1990; Jacobson, 1990; Farrar, 1990) which begins with 
the publication of a Nation at Risk. 
The Challenges of the First Wave 
The first wave of the educational reform movement can be 
characterized by state legislatures demanding more 
accountability by implementing additional regulations (Timar 
Sc Kirp, 1988) . These top-down changes mainly focused on 
student and teacher performance by increasing graduation 
requirements, introducing core curriculum requirements, 
emphasizing basics skills, creating a longer school year, 
implementing more stringent teacher certification 
requirements, improving salaries and working conditions for 
teachers, enhancing and redesigning teacher preparation 
programs, and developing alternative teacher certification 
initiatives (Farrar, 1990; Sergiovanni & Moore, 1989; Timar & 
Kirp, 1988). 
Although there were substantial gains and positive 
results achieved during the first wave, Petrie (1990) founded 
that they were ineffective because state governments demanded 
more accountability by imposing reforms that asked schools to 
continue to do what they were already doing, but to do it 
better. Moreover, lawmakers left teachers and school 
administrators out of the change-making process. Timar and 
Kirp (1988) suggested that change cannot be implemented by 
mandate or through fiscal controls. State "policymakers can 
manage what they control: macro-policy, funding, curriculum 
frameworks, teacher certification requirements, textbook 
selection and the like. But they have limited control over 
daily events in schools" (p. 131). 
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The Second Wave; A New Agenda 
The first wave achievements and failures gave rise to a 
second wave of reform which is best exemplified by the Holmes 
Group Report, Tomorrow’s Teachers (1986), and the Carnegie 
Forum Report, A Nation Prepared (1986) . When thinking about 
education within the context of present-day society and its 
problems, these groups realized that the structure and 
organization of schools were designed to handle the needs of 
earlier generations and not fashioned to deal with the 
social, economic, and technological problems confronting 
American society today. Kluake (1989) asserted that societal 
pressures are profoundly affecting student and school 
performance, therefore second wave reformers proposed that 
schools be restructured. She concluded that quality 
education can only be achieved by preserving and building 
upon successes, and redesigning and rethinking those aspects 
of the system that are not working. School-based management, 
♦ 
decentralized decision making, school choice, school 
partnerships, teacher empowerment, strengthening teacher 
education programs, and re-educating teachers so they 
perceive themselves as reflective practitioners have all been 
the focal points of this wave (Petrie, 1990; Kowalski & 
Reitzug, 1993; Holmes, 1986; Carnegie, 1986; Kluake, 1989; 
Harvey & Crandall, 1988; Sergiovanni & Moore, 1989). 
Jacobson (1990) suggested that while some reformers were 
reconceptionalizing the teachers' role, they were also 
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beginning to reconsider the administrator's role. The Holmes 
Group (1986) stated that "the existing structure of schools, 
the current working conditions of teachers, and current 
division of authority between administrators and teachers are 
all seriously out of step with requirements of the new 
profession" (p. 67). The Carnegie Commission asserted that 
"no organization can function well without strong and 
effective leadership and schools are no exception" (Carnegie, 
1986, p. 61). However, they reasoned that the leadership 
models being used in schools are better suited for other 
types of organizations and, given restructuring efforts, 
schools would benefit by rethinking the role of the school 
leader. 
Jacobson (1990) and Murphy (1990) concluded that the 
Holmes Group and Carnegie Commission's reports prompted 
reformers to focus on school leadership. This interest 
manifested itself into two opposing camps. The first group 
felt that school administrators and their bureaucracies would 
impede school reform. Chubb (1988), for instance, provided 
an overview of this position when he stated the following: 
Significant gains in student achievement may well 
require basic changes in the ways schools are 
governed and organized--in the authority entrusted 
to them, the objectives imposed upon them, and the 
professional discretion they are granted. Such 
changes would, however, threaten the security of 
political representatives and education 
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administrators whose positions are tied to the 
existing system and who now hold the reins of 
school reform. Their responsibilities would be 
radically changed and probably reduced under 
alternative systgns of control, whose enactment 
they have enough political influence to prevent. 
The reforms that may be the most premising are, 
therefore, the ones least likely to be adopted (pp. 
28-29). 
To achieve their goals, these reformers devised strategies to 
circumvent traditional bureaucratic structures, redistribute 
administrative authority, and reconfigure the adninistrator' s 
role in an effort compliment the teacher's new role (Murphy, 
1990). 
Conversely, the second group of reformers believed that 
school administrators were essential to the nevstent. The 
National Governors' Association (NGA, 1986 concluded that 
"strong leaders create strong schools. Research and cnnr.cn 
sense suggest that administrators can do a great deal to 
advance school reform. They will lead the next wave of 
reform and states and Governors must act now to help that, 
lead" (p. 10) . The National Commission on Excellence in 
Teacher Education (1985) stated that: 
We urge state and local education agencies to 
recognize that building principals and 
superintendents, mere than any other individuals, 
are responsible for developing and promoting the 
environment of the professional growth of teachers 
and for establishing a collegial environment in 
which teachers are viewed as partners in efforts to 
improve instruction (p. 25). 
According to Jacobson (1990), the first group of 
reformers had little chance of being successful because 
present-day school bureaucratic structures are securely in 
place, the administrator's role clearly defined and, for the 
most part, protected by traditional contractual arrangements. 
Therefore, any major reform efforts that omitted school 
administrators would surely be thwarted. What evolved during 
the second wave of reform was a school improvement movement 
whose primary focus was to restructure schools and to give 
teachers more autonomy by involving them more in decision¬ 
making. This, in turn, has altered the basic organizational 
structure of schools and affected how administrative 
decisions are made (Stein, 1990; Carnegie, 1986; Holmes, 
1986). However, for this initiative to be successful, school 
leadership must be strengthened by developing and 
implementing new administrative models (NGA, 1986; NCEEA, 
1988; Jacobson, 1990). 
The National Governors Association (NGA, 1987) drew 
parallels between advancing school leadership with the 
strengthening of training and certification. He recommended 
that states take the following five steps: (1) identify 
qualified potential school leaders, (2) employ those who have 
successfully demonstrated leadership potential, (3) provide 
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on-going inservice for administrators, (4) spotlight and 
reward outstanding principals and schools, and (5) 
disseminate new models and strategies of effective 
leadership. 
The American Association for School Administrators 
(1991) stated that the school restructuring movement is 
calling for leaders who have "powerful personal and technical 
skills; but most importantly have the character and the will 
to support others daily as they take on major challenges and 
see them through to the end" (p. 27). Murphy, Hallinger, 
Weil, and Mitrnan (1983) identified the following as some of 
the responsibilities of effective principals: framing school 
goals and objectives, developing and promoting expectations, 
developing and promoting standards, assessing and monitoring 
student performance, protecting instructional time, knowledge 
of curriculum and instruction, promoting curricular 
coordination, promoting and supporting instructional 
improvement', supervising and evaluating instruction, and 
creating productive work environment. 
In summary, what evolved during the second wave of 
educational reform was a school restructuring movement that 
viewed school principals and teachers as primary actors. The 
reports generated during this period caused what Jacobson 
(1990) called the third wave which he characterized as the 
reform of administrator preparation programs and 
certification. Some reformers realized that inorder to 
improve the quality of education, states would have to reform 
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administrator preparation programs and certification because 
these programs have a monopoly on those who run our schools 
(NGA, 1987). 
The Third Wave; AJocus on the Preparation of School Leaders 
The monopoly that educational administration programs 
have on admitting individuals to the profession has been 
under a great deal of scrutiny (Jacobson, 1990; Murphy, 1990; 
NGA, 1986, 1987, 1990; NPBEA, 1989; Murphy, 1991; Griffiths 
et al., 1988; Dantley, 1989; Cooper & Boyd, 1988; Achilles & 
DuVall, 1989; Achilles, 1988; Allison, 1989). Murphy (1990) 
identified two groups of reformers that have taken the lead 
in criticizing education administration programs: "(1) 
principals and superintendents engaged in the practice of 
school administration and (2) critics and researchers who 
were examining school leadership, not in isolation, but 
within the context of the total schooling process" (pp. 1-2). 
According to Murphy, this is significant because the 
f 
educational administration professoriate has traditionally 
led reform initiatives of leadership programs. 
To ascertain the feelings school leaders have about 
their training programs; Heller, Conway, and Jacobson (1990) 
conducted a national stratified random survey of 4,000 
principals, superintendents, and central office 
administrators. Fifty-one percent of the respondents rated 
the quality of their training programs as either fair or 
poor. Less that 10% indicated that their programs were 
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beneficial to their current jobs, whereas over 60% felt that 
on-the-job training was the most beneficial. Respondents 
felt that their programs were not relevant to their jobs, and 
over two-thirds felt that internships were a valuable 
experience, however, only one-third of the respondents had an 
intern experience as part of their program. Lastly, one 
administrator viewed his graduate work as "a kind of union 
card that 'allowed me a license to go out into the real world 
to learn'" (p. 19). 
In an effort to assume the leadership of the third wave, 
the University Council for Educational Administration 
established the National Commission on Excellence in 
Educational Administration (NCEEA, 1988). The Commission was 
composed of 27 leaders, from both inside and outside of 
education, who were asked "to examine the quality of 
educational leadership in America" (p. xiii). The Commission 
concluded that the following are major deficiencies in 
educational’administration: 
-lack of a definition of good educational leadership, 
-lack of leader recruitment programs in the schools, 
-lack of collaboration between school districts and 
universities. 
-discouraging lack of minorities and women in the 
field. 
-lack of systematic professional development for school 
administrators. 
-lack of quality candidates for preparation programs, 
-lack of preparation programs relevant to the job 
demands of school administrators. 
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-lack of sequence, modern content, and clinical 
experiences in preparation programs. 
-lack of licensure systems that promote excellence, 
-lack of national sense of cooperation in preparing 
school leaders. 
The Commission made sweeping recommendations to the public 
school, community, professional organizations, colleges and 
universities, state and federal policymakers, foundations, 
business, and industry to respond to these and other 
problems. In addressing the recommendations to these 
constituencies, the Commission was acknowledging that these 
stakeholders have a major role in the reform effort and that 
nothing will be accomplished if it is not a collaborative 
effort. 
The National Association of Secondary School Principals 
(NASSP, 1992) also said that the reform of school leadership 
and preparation programs should be a collaborative effort. 
They identified five stakeholders who have major 
responsibility for the professional development and training 
of school administrators. The stakeholders include: (1) 
colleges and universities, (2) school districts, (3) state 
departments of education, (4) professional organizations, and 
(5) others (principal/LEAD centers, governor's offices, 
unions, etc). 
Higher Education's Response 
If colleges and universities want to continue to deliver 
preparation programs for school administrators, they must 
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respond to the call for reform and improve their programs. 
Griffiths warned the educational administration professoriate 
to become more proactive and take action to reform their 
programs or they will officiate over their demise (cited in 
Allison, 1989; Jacobson, 1990). 
Calabese (1991) asserted that if the reform of 
educational administration programs is possible, it will be 
slow because resistance to change within higher education is 
culturally ingrained. He reasoned that the professoriate 
views this resistance as a positive characteristic because it 
encourages them to "debate the issues until all questions are 
exhausted, and is prolonged to the point where parties strive 
to reach a reasoned consensus" (p.l). He also concluded that 
higher education is isolated from the external environmental 
forces and are "operating with a sense of impotence to 
societal driven stimuli that demand a reaction to evolving 
needs of a rapidly changing society" (pp. 1-2). 
Twombly and Ebmeier (1989) provided another reason why 
higher education would be slow to reform their programs when 
they characterized schools of education, and more 
specifically educational administration programs, as "the 
cash cow of the university" (p.l). In their essay, these 
authors stated that school leadership programs have low 
overhead and generate high revenues because of the large 
number of students enrolled in courses. Moreover, the 
revenues generated by these programs are shared with other 
units of the university or college that have low student 
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enrollment, cost more to run, and have more prestige. 
Twombly and Ebmeier concluded that the reform of educational 
administration programs might be inhibited because university- 
administrators are unwilling to lose the monies yielded by 
these programs. 
To further their discussion, Twombly and Ebmeier (1989) 
stated that educational administration programs are 
inexpensive because they can be delivered without the use of 
elaborate equipment and facilities and by using adjunct 
faculty. For instance, many programs provide courses at 
local public schools or at some other school district 
facility. Faculties do not need laboratories, gyms, or 
auditoriums to deliver their courses. For the most part, one 
only needs chalk, a blackboard, or an overhead project to 
teach an educational administration course. Therefore, the 
cost to the institution is minimal. 
The use of adjunct faculty is another way to keep the 
cost of educational administration programs low. McCarthy 
(1988), in her study of the educational administration 
professoriate, concluded that between 1950 and 1970, the 
educational administration faculties grew considerably; 
however, after 1970, "faculty growth began to wane in 
anticipation of declining student enrollments" (p. 318). 
Colleges and universities began to employ more and more 
adjunct, part-time faculty because of this demographic 
phenomenon and the decline of financial resources (Griffiths, 
1988) . 
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Twombly and Ebmeier (1989) reasoned that hiring adjunct 
faculty has many advantages and cited the following in 
support of their belief. (1) Adjunct faculty are paid a 
fixed salary for the one or two courses they teach and are 
not entitled to employee benefits by virtue of the part-time 
status. (2) Adjunct faculty are easy to find because every 
school district has at least one administrator who would like 
the prestige of having a role within the college or 
university. (3) The position often will not interfere with 
the adjuncts' full-time employment because classes are 
usually held evenings or during the summer. (4) Educational 
administration students will benefit from the practical 
experience that the adjunct brings to the classroom. And 
lastly, (5) adjuncts usually provide their own clerical 
support and material which defray additional expense by the 
university. 
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If Calabese (1991) and Twombly and Ebmeier (1989) are 
correct when they concluded that higher education will be 
reluctant to change because of the nature of their 
organizational culture and financial needs, then external 
methods will have to be used to achieve educational reform. 
Certification is one of the external tools being used by 
state policymakers to force the reform of leadership programs 
(Baptist, 1989). 
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Certification; An Instrument of Reform 
Many reformers view changes in certification as a route 
to better training programs and school improvement. The 
National Governors' Association (NGA, 1990) asserted that 
"working with education, business and community leaders, 
states must design a system for licensure based on what 
school administrators will need in order to lead, manage, and 
succeed in a restructured school system" (p. 33). They also 
recommended that states take action in the following four 
areas: (1) new forms of performance assessment for 
certification. (2) accountability of colleges and 
universities for pass rates on certification examinations, 
(3) alternative routes to certification, and (4) incentives 
for minority students to enter and complete preparation and 
certification. The National Commission on Excellence in 
Educational Administration (1988) stated: 
Although the schooling of future generations is, in 
the lofty rhetoric of public discourse, touted as 
the nation's most critical responsibility, it is 
difficult to think of another profession in which 
screening is so poorly executed. Current licensure 
procedures do a great disservice because they 
purport to designate individuals particularly 
suited by character, intelligence, and skill to 
administer schools; but that claims is 
indefensible. (NCEEA, 1988, p. 21) 
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The Commission made the following recommendations: 
- Each state should have an administrative 
licensure board to establish standards, examine 
candidates, issue licenses, and have the 
authority to revoke licenses. 
- Licensure should depend on the completion of a 
state-approved program, demonstration of 
knowledge and skills, evidence of performance, 
recommendation by the professional preparation 
program, adherence to a professional code of 
ethics and, for principals, teaching experience. 
- Licenses for educational administrators should 
have two tiers: entry-level and fully licensed 
status. 
- Temporary or emergency licensure should not be 
granted. 
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- A license should be issued for a specified time 
period. 
- Renewal of the license should depend on 
successful performance and continuing 
professional development. 
- Licenses should be portable from state to state. 
(NCEEA, 1988, pp. 14, 21-23) 
To summarize, certification is being used by state 
policymakers to improve the profession and, in turn, improve 
the nation's schools, with the first wave, state 
legislatures utilized more accountability through increased 
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regulation as a method to accomplish their goals. During the 
second wave, policymakers restructured schools in an effort 
to empower those who are closest to the students--teachers 
and principals. Educational leadership and the quality of 
preparation programs have become the focus of the third wave. 
However, states, for the most part, can only control 
preparation programs through the certification process. 
Therefore, to pressure colleges and universities into 
reforming preparation programs, states have taken steps to 
implement reform indirectly by changing their certification 
policies. 
Administrative Certification in an Era of Reform 
To prepare this review of the literature, information 
about administrative certification and alternative 
certification was collected from the following sources: 
related research, directories and manuals, and periodicals. 
Computerize searches were conducted in the following 
bibliographic databases: the Educational Resource Information 
Clearing House (ERIC). the Dissertation Abstracts, and the 
Social SciSearch. 
Several significant research studies were utilized that 
provided valuable insights into this phenomenon. For 
instance, Kinney's (1964) general study of the history of 
certification provided a historical frame of reference for 
understanding the evolution of administrative certification. 
However, his focus was extremely general and provided very 
little information dealing with administrative certification. 
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Silhanek's (1990) descriptive study of current administrative 
certification and professional development practices in the 
50 states created a foundation that enabled the researcher to 
build his study of alternative certification. Although 
alternative certification was included in Silhanek's study, 
she found that the data was not substantial enough to provide 
valid insights. Finally, Baptist's (1989) in-depth study of 
superintendent certification was invaluable because she 
provided a solid overview of degree and specific course 
requirements, teaching and administrative experience 
requirements, and programmatic and internship or practicum 
requirements. 
Directories, manuals and periodical literature also 
proved essential to the understanding of current practice in 
the areas of administrative certification and alternative 
certification. The Manual on Certification and Preparation 
of Educational Personnel in the United States (NASDTEC) 
(Mastain, 1991), Alternative Teacher Certification: A State- 
By-State Analysis (Feistritzer & Chester, 1991), and the 
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education's 
Teacher Education Policy in the States: A 50-State Survey of 
Legislative and Administrative Actions (Stein, 1990) were 
three valuable resources that provided current certification 
information about each state. However, because teacher 
certification is the major thrust of these manuals, 
information pertaining to administrative certification proved 
to be limited. 
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Finally, the National Policy Board for Educational 
Administration's publication: Design for Leadership provided 
current information about certification policies, and 
innovations and trends in educational leadership programs. 
These national and regional articles provided worthwhile 
current information that stimulated further inquiry. 
However, because of continuous change brought about by the 
reform movement, the most current information about 
certification policies needed to be gathered directly from 
state certification agencies. 
Certification: A Historical Overview 
In 1964, Kinney published a comprehensive study of 
certification in which he concluded that certification first 
appeared in the United States in 1825. According to Kinney, 
this was primarily due to the lack of strong centralized 
state authority; poor communication; difficulty traveling 
from one part of a state to another; poor clerical support; 
and, in the case of teacher employment, a scarcity of 
candidates. Kinney (1964) also asserted that the development 
of certification parallels the development of educator 
preparation programs and professional organizations. It is 
also analogous with the progressive centralization of state 
authority over education with the empowerment of state boards 
of education and state superintendents of school. 
As certification became more centralized, requirements 
became more and more uniform. For instance, Kinney's (1964) 
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research indicated that when certification was exclusively 
the responsibility of local authorities they were primarily 
concerned with the moral, political and religious backgrounds 
of potential candidates and less with their academic 
abilities. Examinations were normally oral, however, written 
examinations were used as certification moved to county 
control. As state bureaucracies became more organized and 
involved in education, written examinations became more 
uniform and candidates were better informed about the 
information that would be covered on their tests. Also, as 
normal schools and educational preparation programs were 
established and grew, the use of written examinations 
disappeared and credit driven systems evolved. 
Kinney (1964) found that the nature of certification of 
educators has been problematic because it is different from 
professional licensure. He supported this contention with 
the following reasons: (1) certification only applies to 
those working in public elementary and secondary schools; (2) 
unlike other professions, screening of those entering the 
profession and the enforcement of the code of discipline is 
not jointly shared by the profession and the appropriate 
state agency; and (3) certification has taken on the 
characteristics of a civil service process which set 
standards of preparation and employment for public school 
personnel. 
Kinney (1964) commented that the lack of professional 
status is at the root of this certification dilemma for 
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educators. It can be traced back to the early 19th century 
when professions were establishing their organizations and 
applying pressure on state legislatures to pass laws to 
exclude non-members from practicing. Educators established 
the National Teachers Association; however, unlike other 
professions, they did not attempt to establish national 
standards or seek legislation to exclude the unqualified. 
Kinney stated that the National Teachers Association believed 
that "education is primarily a state responsibility. Such 
items as certification, tenure, salaries, and curriculum are 
concerns of the state" (p. 58), therefore, they never 
mobilized the organization to achieve licensure similar to 
that which is found in other professions. O'Reilly (1989) 
asserted that professional educational organizations like the 
National Education Association, the American Federation of 
Teachers, the American Association of School Administrators, 
the National Association of Elementary School Principals and 
the National’ Association of Secondary School Principals 
continue to support this notion. 
Administrative Certification; Current. Practice 
Historically, the principal and superintendent's role, 
educational leadership training programs, and administrator 
certification developed in response to each other. First, 
the principal and superintendent's roles evolved because 
schools became larger and increasing more complex and school 
boards found schools difficult to manage, therefore, they 
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hired professionals whose primary responsibility was the 
daily administration of schools (Tyack, 1974; Griffiths, 
1966). The principal's role evolved through the following 
stages: teacher, head teacher, principal teacher, and then 
finally, principal. Conversely, the superintendents position 
developed strictly in response to urbanization (Tyack, 1974). 
This position was designed primarily as the chief executive 
officer who managed the daily operations of school districts. 
By the beginning of the 20th century, it was recognized 
that school leaders needed to be trained (Allison, 1989). 
Culbertson (1988) said that the first course in educational 
administration was taught at the University of Michigan in 
1891, and Teacher's College of Columbia University created 
the first formal program for the training of school 
administrators at the turn of the century. What began was a 
quest by the educational administration professoriate to find 
the best training model to prepare school leaders. 
The certification of school leaders evolved in an effort 
to improve the quality of those entering the profession. 
Cornett (1983) stated that "principals were certified for the 
first time in 1911, as a measure to protect the public from 
incompetents" (p. 5). Kinney (1964) confirmed this when he 
asserted that seven states issued principal certificates and 
three states issued superintendent's credentials by the end 
of World War I. 
Administrator certification and educational 
administration preparation programs are loosely connected. 
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Certification is controlled by state government and 
preparation programs are supported and funded by colleges and 
universities. States control administrator preparation 
through the program approval process. This is accomplished by 
states outlining standards or competencies that potential 
administrators must have to be certified (Gousha, LoPresti, & 
Jones, 1988). However, only programs that are state approved 
may deliver these programs. Newlon (1934) asserted that 
certification's driving influence over administrative 
training programs had been established by 1930 when states 
began requiring the master's degree for certification (cited 
in Allison, 1989) . 
State certification requirements have often been changed 
in an effort to find the best training model. For instance, 
in the 1960s, internships and field work were introduced as a 
requirement for certification (O’Reilly, 1989; Briner, 1963). 
Some states began requiring school leaders to achieve certain 
competencies for certification during the 1970s. Also, 
during the same decade, the National Association of Secondary 
Principals Assessment Center method was developed and adopted 
by some states (O'Reilly, 1989) . 
Because certification policies differ greatly from one 
state to another, O'Reilly (1989) concluded that "among the 
states there is substantial diversity in regulating the issue 
of who can administer in a school and what should be the span 
of responsibility indicated by a certificate (and that) state 
diversity represents strong local control" (p. 12). This 
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diversity can also be problematic for the researcher because 
of the different certificate titles, requirements, and the 
lack of a uniform system of recordkeeping (Silhanek, 1990; 
Khaloui, 1991). However, all state requirements include some 
variation of the following for initial certification: 
standards, competencies, examinations, assessment center 
evaluations, field experience or internships, advance degree 
requirements, teacher certification, and classroom teaching 
experience. States also have different levels of 
certification, renewal and temporary certification policies, 
and policies governing reciprocity (Mastain, 1991; Silhanek, 
1990; Stein, 1990; Baptist, 1989; NCEEA, 1988). The 
following discussion explores some of the diversity in 
current administrative certification practices. 
Initial Certification. Initial certification refers to 
those requirements that a potential administrator must 
accomplish to be licensed in a particular state. Although 
certification practices differ greatly from one state to 
another, there are some policies that are required by almost 
all states. First, all states require that their principals 
complete a preservice, university-based, state-approved 
training program (Silhanek, 1990; Mastain, 1991). Most 
states have similar requirements for superintendents and 
other administrators. These programs of study provide the 
knowledge base which is developed by state departments of 
education in conjunction with colleges and universities and 
state professional organizations. Candidates, in some 
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states, are required to have a practicum or internship 
experience before or after the completion of their program. 
States also require potential administrators to be certified 
school teachers with one to five years teaching experience. 
Many states require that candidates have a master's degree, 
preferably in educational administration. If an individual's 
master's degree is in another discipline, the candidate is 
required to complete the state-approved certification program 
in the area that they are requesting certification (Baptist, 
1989; Silhanek, 1990; Mastain, 1991). Finally, the current 
reform initiative has rekindled the trend towards the use of 
written examinations for school administrators. Wendel 
(1989) reported that no states prior to 1980 required a 
written examination for administrative certification; 
however, today 26 states require some form of written test 
(Mastain, 1991). 
Multiplicity of Certificates. The NASDTEC Manual 
(Mastain, 1991) reports that three states: California, New 
Mexico, Utah, and the District of Columbia issue a single 
certificate for all administrative and supervisory positions. 
Whereas, at the other extreme, Delaware, Kentucky, and 
Louisiana each issue 12 different administrator and 
supervisor certificates, and other states issue various 
numbers in between. 
The literature indicated that principals in all states 
must be certified (Mastain, 1991; Silhanek, 1990; Stein, 1990 
Baptist, 1989; NCEEA, 1988). Forty-four states require 
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superintendents to be certified, and six southern states: 
Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, South Carolina, and 
Tennessee do not. Schuh and Herrington (1990) reported that 
many superintendents in these states are elected; however, it 
is unclear how many states require certification for other 
administrative positions (i.e. school business manager). 
Levels of Certification. The literature indicated that 
27 states have more than one level of certification. 
Silhanek (1990) reported that twenty-five states have 
multiple levels of certification for both principals and 
superintendents. However, Florida and Louisiana have 
multiple levels for only principals. For example, in an 
effort to enhance the quality of school leadership in 
Florida, the state legislature enacted school reform 
legislation creating the Florida Council on Educational 
Management. The Council's task was to "(1) identify the 
competencies of high performing principals; (2) develop a 
performance-based principal certification system; (3) produce 
guidelines for objective recruitment, screening and selection 
of school administrators; (4) develop performance appraisal 
systems for school administrators; (5) set expectations and 
standards for training and development programs for on-line 
and prospective school administrators; and (6) develop a 
system of performance-based compensation for school 
administrators" (Snyder, 1991). 
The Council created a three-level, competency based 
certification program for principals. Level I, the 
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Educational Leadership Certificate, is the entry level, 
knowledge base component and is delivered by state-approved 
colleges and universities. Candidates are required to take a 
written examination when they complete their program of 
study, and the certificate is only good for three years. 
Level II, the School Principals Certificate, is performance 
based and places the responsibility of training principal 
candidates in the hands of school districts. Once the 
candidate completes the district's state-approved training 
program and a year-long internship under the auspices of a 
principal, the district superintendent may recommend the 
candidate for level II certification. Finally, level III, 
the Professional School Principals Certificate, is designed 
to distinguish outstanding principals. The Florida model 
insures that the training of school leaders includes the 
theoretical or knowledge base component that will be 
delivered by colleges and universities as well as the 
performance model which is delivered by the school districts 
(Snyder, 1991)). 
Temporary Certification. Certification of an individual 
who does not meet the requirements for initial certification 
is known as temporary certification. In some states this 
process is defined as waivers, provisional certification, and 
emergency certification (Silhanek, 1990; Mastain, 1991). 
Silhanek reported that 17 states have temporary certification 
procedures for principals and superintendents. Three states: 
Florida, New Mexico, North Carolina provide temporary 
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certificates to principals, and only Alaska has it for 
superintendents. The temporary certificate is usually issued 
directly to the administrator to practice anywhere in the 
state or in a particular district, or it is issued to the 
district so they might employ an individual who is not fully 
certified. 
Renewal of Certification. This is the process states 
established to continue the validity of the initial 
certificate. Silhanek (1990) reported that 41 states require 
that certificates of principals and superintendents be 
renewed, and three states: Florida, Maine and New Mexico 
require renewal only for principals. She observed that 
renewal is a method that states are using to promote 
professional development. 
Assessment Center Model. The National Association of 
Secondary School Principals Assessment Center Model is used 
to assess the administrative, interpersonal, communication, 
personal motivation and educational values of potential 
administrators (Delon, 1988) . Wendel (1989) and Delon (1988) 
stated that Missouri, Oklahoma, New Jersey, and South 
Carolina are the only states requiring NASSP evaluations to 
be certified as a school administrators. The NASDTEC Manual 
(Mastain, 1991) makes no reference to this requirement for 
these states, and the AATCE Manual (Stein, 1990) makes no 
reference to the South Carolina, Oklahoma, and Missouri's 
requirement. The New Jersey principal certification 
requirements, however, mentioned that the potential candidate 
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must "receive an evaluation, under simulated conditions, of 
skills appropriate to the performance of the principalship. 
Evaluation results are to influence the development of an 
individualized training program during the one-to-two year 
provisional period which follows" (p. 91). Baptist (1989) 
stated that Missouri is the only state that reported an 
assessment center requirement. 
.Reciprocity. Many states have established written 
agreements, known as Interstate Certification Agreements, in 
which administrators who are certified in one state are 
automatically certified in the other. Mutual and unilateral 
are two types of reciprocity. Mutual reciprocity is when 
someone who is certified in one state can petition to be 
i 
certified in the other and vice versa. Unilateral 
certification is that state (A) might automatically accept 
the credentials of an administrator certified in state (B), 
however, an administrator's credential from state (B) will 
not automatically accepted by state (A). Silhanek (1990) 
reported that 14 states have written interstate certification 
agreements for superintendents and principals. While most of 
these states have mutual certification agreements, she also 
reported that six states have unilateral reciprocity 
agreement s. 
New Trends and Innovations 
The National Commission on Excellence in Educational 
Administration (NCEEA, 1988) charged that current 
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certification practices and procedures do the educational 
enterprise a "great disservice" (p. 21). This assertion is 
important because federal, state, and local policymakers; 
business and industry; and segments of the educational 
community are taking steps to address the issue of improving 
administrative certification. For instance, the Commission 
recommended that "each state should have an Administrative 
Licensure Board to establish standards, examine candidates, 
issue licenses, and have the authority to revoke licenses" 
(NCEEA, 1988; p. 21). Silhanek (1990) found that eleven 
states have established agencies with these powers. She 
concluded that movement in this direction is an outgrowth "of 
a nationwide press for reform of preparation programs and 
activities related to professional development of 
administrators" (p. 99). National certification, regional 
certification, and alternative certification for school 
administrators are also examples of initiatives being 
developed because of the current reform movement. 
National Certification 
To realize the Commission's recommendations, the 
National Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA) 
was established. This coalition of ten national education 
organizations is currently developing a national 
certification process for school administrators. The 
coalition is currently focusing their efforts on creating 
national certification procedures for only principals, 
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instead of developing them for all titles simultaneously 
(NPBEA, 1988, p. 10). NPBEA identified 21 performance 
domains in an effort to address the criticism that 
preparation programs have "little to do with either education 
or leadership. The new performance domains place education 
and leadership at center stage" (p. 27), and emphasize that 
principals must have the skills, knowledge and values to 
create a school environment that encourages student growth 
and development. The 21 domains are grouped in the following 
four areas: 
1. Functional Domains: These domains address the 
organizational processes and techniques by which 
the mission of the school is achieved. They 
provide for the educational program to be realized 
and allow the institution to function. (They are 
leadership, information collection, problem 
analysis, judgment, organizational oversight, 
implementation, and delegation.) 
2. Programmatic Domain: These domains focus on 
the scope and framework of the educational program. 
They reflect the core technology of schools, 
instruction, and the related supporting services, 
developmental activities, and resources base. 
(They are instructional program, curriculum design, 
student guidance and development, staff 
development, measurement and evaluation and 
resource allocation.) 
47 
3. Interpersonal Domains: These domains recognize 
the significance of interpersonal connections in 
schools. They acknowledge the critical value of 
human relationships to the satisfaction of personal 
and professional goals, and to the achievement and 
organizational purpose. (They are motivating 
others, sensitivity, oral expression, and written 
expression.) 
4. Contextual Domains: These domains reflect the 
world of ideas and forces within which the school 
operates. They explore the intellectual, ethical, 
cultural, economic, political and governmental 
influences upon schools, including traditional and 
emerging perspectives. (They are philosophical and 
cultural values, legal and regulatory applications, 
policy and political influences, and public and 
media relationships.) (pp. 21-25) 
It is the National Policy Board's goal to provide 
leadership to transform educational administration. The 
board has focused their energies on the principalship because 
of funding, however, the Board will direct their attention to 
other administrative areas in the near future (NPBEA, 1988). 
Regional Certification 
Regional certification is another strategy that is being 
developed to address the Commission's concern to make the 
certificate portable from one state to another (NCEEA, 1988). 
For example, the Northeast Common Market Project is a 
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collaborative effort of the Commissioners of Education in the 
five New England states (Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, 
Rhode Island, and Vermont), New York, and the Northeast 
Regional Laboratory. The Common Market is designing and 
implementing "entry-level and advance-level regional 
credentials for administrators in schools and school 
districts in order to increase the supply of skilled 
education administrators by providing common, high-quality 
standards for their licensure in the Northeast Common Market" 
(RLEI, 1992). This credential will be issued by both the 
Common Market and member states. For the entry-level 
Common Market certificate, principals will be required to 
have three years of teaching experience and at least a 
master's degree. Superintendent candidates are not required 
to have teaching experience and must have an advanced degree. 
There are no internship or fieldwork requirements for either 
certificate. For the advanced certificate, both principal 
and superintendent candidates will be required to have at 
least three years experience in their particular 
certification area, an advanced degree, and complete the 
prescribed internship or mentoring program. The Common 
Market identified the competencies for each certificate, 
however, the assessment instrument is still being developed 
(RLEI, 1992). 
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Alternative Certification 
Alternative certification refers to policies established 
by state legislatures or state boards of education that allow 
individuals to become certified educators without completing 
traditional certification requirements. Alternative 
certification is not a new phenomenon because states have 
always had policies that allowed individuals to circumvent 
traditional requirements for certification which were known 
as waivers, emergency licensure, or temporary certification 
(Feistritzer & Chester, 1991). This section of the chapter 
will begin with a discussion of alternative teacher 
certification because alternative certification for school 
administrators is a relatively new phenomenon. 
Alternative Teacher certification. Toch (1992) 
identified New Jersey as the first state to establish an 
alternative teacher certification program. In an effort to 
attract liberal arts graduates and potential teachers with 
strong academic backgrounds, the state created the 
Provisional Teachers Program in 1983. Program participants 
must have a bachelor's degree, pass the National Teachers 
Examination in their subject area, complete 200 hours of 
pedagogical coursework during their first year, and work 
under the supervision of an experience teacher for a 20-day 
period (Feistritzer & Chester, 1991; Toch, 1992). 
The National Center for Education Information 
(Feistritzer & Chester, 1991) reported that 39 states 
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currently have alternative teacher certification policies and 
programs. Those states implemented these policies in 
response to a teacher shortage (Khaloui, 1991; Cornett, 1991; 
Southern Regional Education Board, 1988). Khaloui (1991) 
found that states implemented policies because of their 
desire to "provide opportunities for career changers, and 
early retirees, and...attracting talented, degreed 
individuals into teaching as a rationale for establishing 
alternative certification programs" (p. 115). 
Cornett (1991) reported that alternative certification 
policies vary tremendously from one state to another. She 
said some states require candidates to meet all regular 
certification requirements by allowing them to work as 
teachers while completing certification requirements. Some 
states have modified their certification requirements by 
creating intensive, shorter preparation programs, and others 
have completely altered their traditional policies by 
allowing candidates to be certified after demonstrating 
certain competencies. To better understand this phenomenon, 
Feistritzer and Chester (1991) devised the following 
classification system which outlines the different types of 
policies and programs. 
Class A: is a category reserved for those programs 
leading to full certification that meet the 
following criteria: (1) The program has been 
designed for the explicit purpose of attracting 
talented individuals who already have at least a 
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bachelor's degree in a field other than education 
into elementary and secondary school teaching. 
(2) The program is not restricted to shortages, 
secondary grade levels or subject areas. 
(3) The alternative teacher certification programs 
in these states involve teaching with a trained 
mentor, and formal instruction that deals with the 
theory and practice of teaching during the school 
year-- and sometimes in the summer before and/or 
after. (Available in 11 states) 
Class B: Teacher Certification routes that have 
been designed specifically to bring talented 
individuals who already have at least a bachelor's 
degree into teaching. These programs involve 
specially designed mentoring and formal 
instruction. However, these states either restrict 
the program to shortages and/or secondary grade 
levels and/or subject areas. (4 states if shortage 
exists. Available only at the secondary level in 4 
states.) 
Class C: The routes entail review of academic and 
professional background, transcript analysis. They 
involve specially (individually) designed inservice 
and course-taking necessary to reach competencies 
required for certification, if applicable. The 
state and/or local school district have major 
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responsibility for program design. (Available in 
nine states) 
Class D: These routes entail review of academic 
and professional background, transcript analysis. 
They involve specially (individually) designed 
inservice and course-taking necessary to reach 
competencies required for certification, if 
applicable. An institution of higher education has 
major responsibility for program design. (Available 
only in 12 states.) 
Class E: The are post-baccalaureate programs based 
at an institution of higher education and involve 
taking courses on campus. (Available only in 7 
states.) 
Class F: These programs are basically emergency 
routes. The prospective teacher is issued some 
type of emergency certificate or waiver which 
• ♦ 
allows the individual to teacher, usually without 
any on-site support or supervision, while taking 
the traditional teacher education courses requisite 
for full certification. (Available only in 17 
states.) 
Class G: Programs in this class are for persons 
who have very few requirements left to fulfill 
before becoming certified through the traditional 
approved college teacher education program route, 
e.g., persons certified in one state moving to 
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another; persons certified in one endorsement area 
seeking to become certified in another. (Available 
only in 13 states) 
Class H; This class includes those routes that 
enable a person who has some "special 
qualifications, such as a well-known author or 
Nobel prize winner, to teacher certain subjects. 
(Available only in 8 states.) (pp. 14-15) 
Alternative certification programs are controlled and 
operated by colleges and universities, state education 
agencies, and various collaborative configurations between 
colleges and universities, state education agencies and local 
school districts (Khaloui, 1991). According to Wise & 
Darling-Hammond (1991), programs vary from master's programs 
with students taking more than 45 credits and supervised 
internships to students taking nine credits beyond the 
bachelors degree during the summer. Khaloui (1991) reported 
that programs include both formal instruction and field 
experiences. 
Cornett (1988), in her study of alternative teacher 
certification in 15 states located in the southern region, 
surmised that more men are entering teaching using this 
route. She reported that Texas has certified 16% of its 
teachers using the alternative route, and that 50% of those 
certified were minorities. Khaloui (1991) drew very 
different conclusions in her national study of alternative 
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teacher certification in the 50 states. She surmised that 
females outnumbered males in programs, that the majority of 
participants were Caucasian, and that, except for Texas, 
minorities were not taking advantage of this route in great 
numbers. 
The literature showed that alternative teacher 
certification had its supporters and detractors. Supporters, 
like Adelman (1986), Roth and Lutz (1986), and Cornett (1988) 
asserted that these policies and programs are attracting 
talented, well-educated people who might otherwise not enter 
the teaching profession. Adelman (1986) concluded that those 
participating in alternative certification programs had more 
classroom teaching experience and more supervision than those 
entering teaching through traditional programs. Taking the 
opposite position. Wise and Darling-Hammon (1991) reasoned 
that alternative certification contradicts the goals states 
are trying to achieve through their reform initiatives. The 
ultimate goal of the reform movement is quality education 
which will be achieved by improving the teaching force. 
However, teachers with little training in pedagogy, 
adolescent development, and classroom management will be ill- 
prepared to be effective teachers (Adelman, 1986; Wise & 
Darling-Hammond, 1991) . 
Although the admission of talented individuals to the 
teaching profession is admirable. Wise and Darling-Hammond 
(1991), Uhler (1987), and Watts (1986) asserted that these 
programs are eroding teaching because they lack the 
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pedagogical standards necessary to prepare quality teachers. 
Uhler (1987) reasoned that alternative certification is a 
scheme designed to admit unprepared people to the teaching 
profession. Watts (1986) asserted that students will be the 
group ultimately hurt by bringing unprepared professionals 
into the classroom. Moreover, Wise and Darling-Hammond 
(1991) concluded that these teachers will most likely teach 
in disadvantage areas because no one else wants to teach in 
those schools. 
Alternative Administrator Certification. The National 
Governors' Association (1990) suggested that states should 
design and implement alternative routes to license school 
administrators. The United States Department of Education 
(USDE, 1991), in America 2000: An Education Strategy, 
encouraged states to develop alternative certification 
policies that will make it easier for those who are 
interested in school leadership to enter the profession. The 
National Policy Board (1990), in their reluctant support of 
alternative certification policies, stated: 
if an individual's training and experience offers 
exceptional qualifications and is the substantial 
equivalent of regular specifications for state 
licensure as a superintendent, a principal, or 
other school administrator, then the individual 
should have access to a procedure within the state 
certification process for a review of the 
qualification, (p.5) 
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However, they warned that the "process must assure citizens 
that the usual standards for admission to practice are 
maintained, that criteria are not compromised, and that 
expediency does not erode quality" (p. 5). 
Bliss (1988) did a national study of those who hold 
school administrator credentials to determine if it is 
relative to the need or demand. He concluded that there is 
an oversupply of individuals holding school administrator 
certificates. Moreover, he concluded "that the supply of 
public school administrators in the United States is at least 
two and one-third times the number of available 
administrative positions" (p.198). Therefore, the shortage 
of qualified school administrators is not a valid argument 
for implementing alternative certification policies for 
school leaders. 
The impetus for the alternative certification movement, 
therefore, is the belief that qualified individuals who are 
trained in other professions and would like to become school 
executives are being deterred because of the many 
certification requirements; especially the requirement that 
school administrators be certified teachers with prior 
experience (USDE, 1991; Cooperman, 1988). Cooperman (1988) 
views the requirement as "a monopolistic system, a closed 
shop" (p. 44). Two arguments used to support his position are 
that principals do not have time to be instructional leaders 
because of their many management responsibilities, and that 
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there is no research that proves that teachers make better 
principals than non-teachers (Thomson, 1989). 
On the other hand, Arthur E. Wise, president of the 
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, said 
"that teaching ought to be prerequisite to administration, 
even though being a good teacher does not necessarily mean 
being a good administrator. Administration requires 
knowledge and skills different from teaching" (Koemer, 1992, 
p. 53). Thomson (1989) supports this contention in his paper: 
Teaching: Foundation for the Principal ship. He confirmed 
that no empirical study has been done to determine whether 
those with prior teaching experience are better school 
administrators. He commented, however, that "conceptually, 
the face validity is compelling that teaching experience is 
essential to becoming a 'principal teacher'" (p. 36). He 
reasoned that the skills and experiences principal's have 
when they are teachers are constantly referred to in the day- 
to-day operation of the school. Thomson created an extensive 
list outlining the tasks that depend on prior teaching 
experience. He placed them into the five following 
categories: "employing teachers, supervising instruction, 
leading and managing teachers, understanding and working with 
students, and conferring with parents" (p. 37). 
Summary 
This review of the literature examined the three waves 
of the current educational reform movement that ultimately 
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focused the nation's attention on the quality of school 
leadership. The growing dissatisfaction with administration 
preparation programs was highlighted during the third wave 
when policymakers began to take steps to improve school 
leadership. However, the educational administration 
professoriate, for the most part, was not responding fast 
enough to the call for change because of the nature of their 
organizational culture. Moreover, their institutions are 
reaping tremendous financial benefits by maintaining the 
present configuration of educational administration programs. 
States, therefore, are mandating change by revising and 
implementing new certification policies which includes 
adopting alternative certification policies for school 
administrators. 
The search of the literature revealed that there was 
very little written about alternative certification for 
school leaders, and it is unclear what action individual 
states are actually taking in regards to this phenomenon. 
The only rationale that could be found in the literature for 
these policies was the desire to make it easier for qualified 
professionals from other fields to become school leaders. 
Some believed that these individuals have a desire to become 
school leaders but have been discouraged because of 
certification requirements (Cooperman, 1983; USDE, 1991). 
The purpose of this study was to determine the status of 
alternative certification for school administrators in the 
United States. Silhanek (1990) asserted that 16 states 
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reported that they have alternative certification policies 
for superintendents and principals. Therefore, a study was 
needed to evaluate the status of alternative certification 
policies in the 50 states and the District of Columbia. 
Moreover, demographic data was needed to determine who was 
using this route to become certified school administrators. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
This chapter describes the methods and procedures used 
to gather data for this study which examined the status of 
alternative certification policies for school administrators 
in the United States. This chapter is divided into the 
following sections: (1) introduction, (2) population, (3) 
instrumentation (4) data collection procedures, (5) data 
analysis, and (6) summary. 
Introduction 
The purpose of descriptive studies is to determine the 
prevailing status of a phenomenon (Borg, 1963; Borg & Gall, 
1989) . The researcher examines what currently exists using 
a systematic process of discovery (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1990). 
Research of this nature is valuable because it is usually the 
initial study in an area where little exploration has been 
done (Borg, 1963). Once a descriptive study is completed, 
researchers may ask other questions about the phenomenon and 
apply more rigorous questions using additional research 
methodologies (Borg & Gall, 1983). This study was designed to 
describe prevailing alternative certification policies for 
school administrators using descriptive research 
methodologies. This methodology is a proper first step when 
looking at this phenomenon because little research has been 
done in this area (Silhanek, 1990). 
The study was designed to answer the following research 
questions: 
1. What are the current practices regarding 
alternative certification policies for school 
administrators in the 50 states and the District of 
Columbia? 
2. Why were alternative certification policies for 
school administrators implemented in each state? 
3. In those states where alternative certification 
policies were considered and not adopted, why were 
they rejected? 
4. What ways are alternative certification policies 
different from one state to another? 
5. What is the demographic profile of school leaders 
who have been certified using the alternative 
administrator certification route? 
Certification directors from the 50 states and the 
District of Columbia or their designee were surveyed. Two 
surveys, specifically developed for this study, were analyzed 
by two panels of experts to elicit their reactions and 
suggestions about clarity, the logical arrangement of items, 
and to establish face validity. Modifications were made 
based on the panel's recommendations and final drafts were 
prepared. Questionnaire #1 (Appendix A) was mailed to chief 
certification officers with a cover letter requesting their 
agency's participation in the study. The subjects were asked 
to provide documents and other written materials to 
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supplement and clarify the data collected. Data was 
systematically recorded and analyzed. 
Questionnaire #2 was mailed to respondents who indicated 
in questionnaire #1 that their state has an alternative 
certification policy for school administrators. Once survey 
#2 was returned, telephone calls were made to respondents to 
clarify and supplement information. Data was compiled and 
presented in both narrative and statistical forms. 
Population 
The population for this study was the chief 
certification officers of the 50 states and the District of 
Columbia (n=51). These officers are administratively 
responsible for administrative certification in their 
respective states and have access to the data necessary to 
answer the questions asked in this study. However, 
responsibilities within certification units vary greatly from 
one state to another because of staff size, therefore, some 
certification officers elected to complete the survey while 
others delegated the task to a designee who might have been 
more knowledgeable about administrative and alternative 
certification policies. 
In most states, certification officers were 
administrative positions within the state department of 
education. However, Silhanek (1990) reported that eleven 
states agencies, other than the state department of 
education, have primary responsibility for certification. 
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Agencies listed in the Manual on Certification and 
Preparation of Educational Personnel in the United States 
(Appendix D), which is authored by the National Association 
of State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification 
(Mastain, 1991), was used for this study. 
Instrumentation 
Questionnaires, specifically designed for this study, 
were the primary data source. The survey items were 
developed from an in-depth study of the related literature in 
the following areas: educational reform, certification, and 
the preparation of school administrators. The surveys were 
structured to collect data from respondents about alternative 
certification policies for school administrators and those 
who have obtained their certification using this route in 
their respective states. The surveys were designed to gather 
descriptive data with the intention to discern the direction 
states were taking regarding the adoption of alternative 
certification policies. The surveys were constructed with 
both closed-ended questions, which had predetermined response 
categories, and open-ended questions, which asked respondents 
to respond utilizing their own words. 
Questionnaire #1 
This survey (Appendix A) was designed to provide 
information to construct a general description of the status 
of alternative certification in the 50 states and the 
District of Columbia. The name, title, address, and 
64 
telephone number of the individual completing the form, along 
with the name of the state's chief certification officer, was 
requested. 
The survey was designed to identify those states that 
have alternative certification policies, states that have 
considered alternative certification policies and have not 
adopted them, states that had alternative certification 
policies and discontinued them, and states who are currently 
considering implementing policies. Respondents were also 
asked to report their perceptions of the reasons alternative 
certification policies were implemented; considered, but 
rejected; or discontinued. 
Questionnaire #2 
Questionnaire #2 (Appendix B) was sent to those states 
that indicated on Questionnaire #1 that they have alternative 
certification policies or are currently considering policies. 
Section one of the survey asked respondents to report the 
total number of people certified as school administrators 
using the traditional route, and how many administrators were 
certified using the alternative certification route during 
the same time period. These questions were designed to 
ascertain how many people have been certified using this 
route when compared to those who were certified using the 
traditional route. 
To develop a demographic profile, section two asked 
respondents to provide numerical data about how many 
individuals were certified by endorsement area. The were 
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also asked to respond to provide information about the 
following: gender, ages, ethnicity, undergraduate discipline, 
graduate discipline, ethnicity, highest academic degree, and 
professional background of those who were certified using the 
alternative certification route. This profile will help 
ascertain the characteristics of those using the alternative 
certification route. 
Section three asked questions about policy 
implementation. The questions were designed to ascertain 
degree requirements, teaching requirements, and work required 
in educational administration. 
The survey return rate would have been low because of 
the amount of numerical data that the researcher was 
requesting. To ensure that this would not happen, 
respondents were asked to make estimations about numerical 
information if the actual numbers were not available. 
Respondents were also asked to provide computer printouts of 
data, if it was easier for them. 
Documents 
Documents were a secondary data source for this study. 
Respondents were asked to provide alternative certification 
policy and any information about the background, processes, 
and decisions leading to the creation of these policies. The 
researcher also requested copies of any printed information 
that described the state's traditional administrative 
certification policies (e.g., current standards and 
requirements), legislation, reports, and statistical data. 
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These data were used to supplement, enhance, and clarify 
information gathered from the surveys by providing a context 
for understanding the evolution of the policies and current 
trends. 
Transmittal Letters 
Cover letter #1. This letter (Appendix C), included 
with Questionnaire #1, was addressed to the chief 
certification officer of each of the 50 states and the 
District of Columbia. The letter provided an overview of the 
study and requested that the survey be completed by the 
director or a designee. Anonymity of the individuals 
completing the questionnaire was not an issue because the 
information was matter of public record. The letter also 
asked that documents describing the state's current 
certification policies and procedures, alternative 
certification policies, and any other relevant information 
that might help in the exploration of this phenomenon be 
provided. A stamped, self-addressed envelope was enclosed 
with the questionnaire and cover letter. 
Cover letter #2. This letter (Appendix D) was addressed 
to the individual who completed Questionnaire #1 and 
indicated that their state had an alternative certification 
policy for school administrators. Besides thanking the 
individual for their participation in the study, the letter 
explained the purpose of the second survey. It also asked 
the respondent to estimate or provide computer printouts if 
the actual figures were not readily available. The letter 
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also informed the respondent of the purpose of the study and 
requested that they complete the enclosed consent form. A 
stamped, self-addressed envelope was also provided with the 
questionnaire, cover letter, and consent form. 
Consent Form 
A Consent for Voluntary Participation (Appendix E) was 
sent to respondents who were asked to completed Questionnaire 
#2. The form asked participants to participate in the study, 
provide information for the study, and explained how the 
research findings will be used. The study also informed 
respondents that their names or titles would not be used, 
that they had the option to withdraw their participation at 
any time, and that they have the right to review the research 
findings prior to publication. 
Data Collection Px.Qcedures. 
The surveys were pre-tested by a panel of experts for 
clarity, logical arrangement of items, content, and face 
validity. Questions were read aloud to the panel by the 
researcher in an effort to locate ambiguities, and the panel 
provided their understanding of the meaning of the questions. 
The surveys were revised based on the information 
provided by the first panel and mailed to a second panel of 
experts which consisted of a certification officer and three 
researchers. A cover letter was included with the two 
questionnaires that discussed the purpose of the study and 
the research questions. Respondents were provided a self- 
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addressed, stamped envelope. Modifications were made to the 
surveys based on the panel's feedback. 
The initial survey and a cover letter was mailed to the 
chief certification officers of each of the 50 states and 
District of Columbia. Forty-nine states and the District of 
Columbia returned Questionnaire #1 (98%). Nevada was the 
only state that did not respond after two follow-up letters 
and telephone calls. Twelve states indicated that they had 
alternative certification policies, therefore. Questionnaire 
#2 was sent to those respondents. Maryland and Texas 
indicated that they had alternative certification policies, 
however, it was not necessary to send Questionnaire #2 
because their policies were recently implemented. California 
and Ohio indicated that they had certification policies and 
discontinued them. Questionnaire #2 was sent to Ohio because 
their policy was recently discontinued. Respondents from 
eleven states returned Questionnaire #2. Follow-up telephone 
calls were made to respondents to validate, clarify, and 
enhance the information gleaned from the questionnaires and 
documents provided. 
Data Analysis 
As questionnaires are received, the data was recorded in 
categories to conform to the research questions guiding this 
study. Data were systematically entered into predetermined 
categories in Claris' Filemaker Pro, a database program for 
the Macintosh Computer. Numerical data were imported from 
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the database to Microsoft Excel, a spreadsheet program for 
the Macintosh Computer. Using descriptive statistical 
methods, numerical data were analyzed and tabulated using 
frequency distributions and percentages. The data were 
presented using tables and charts. 
Data from open-ended questions, documents, and follow-up 
telephone calls were analyzed and commonalties were 
identified and the following emergent categories were 
established: 
I. Types of Alternative Certification Policies 
A. Individualized Evaluation 
B. Provisional Certification 
C. Special Certification 
D. Variation of Traditional Policies 
II. Types of Certificates 
A. Requirements for Certification 
B. Degree Required 
4 
C. Management Experience 
D. Examinations 
E. Teaching Experience 
F. Mentoring 
III. Demographic Data 
A. Number of Administrators Using Alternative Route 
B. Certification Areas 
C. Gender 
D. Age 
E. Undergraduate Discipline 
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F. Graduate Discipline 
G. Employment Background 
H. Ethnicity 
I. Highest Degree Earned 
Data were analyzed and presented in a narrative form. 
Sunsnary 
This study was designed to ascertain the status of 
alternative certification for school administrators in the 
United States, and to develop a demographic profile of those 
who used this route to become certified. Chief certification 
officers or their designee were the study's population. 
Forty-nine states and the District of Columbia participated 
in the study. 
Data for this study were gathered using questionnaires, 
documents, and follow-up telephone calls. Once all 
information were received, data were organized, analyzed, 
tabulated and summarized. Data were presented in a narrative 
form. Numerical data were tabulated using frequency 
distributions and percentages. They were presented using 
tables and graphs. 
71 
CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS 
This study examined the status of alternative 
certification policies for school administrators in the 
United States. The purpose of this chapter is to report the 
findings for the research questions that provided the focus 
of the study. The results of the five research questions 
are presented in narrative form and displayed using tables 
and charts. 
The first three research questions were designed to 
determine the status of alternative certification policies 
for school administrators. The first question dealt with 
current practice, the second was an attempt to understand the 
reasons why states implemented policies, and the third dealt 
with the reasons states considered practices, but rejected 
them. Research question four compared and contrasted 
alternative certification policies and programs. And 
research question five dealt with the demographic 
characteristics of school administrators who were certified 
using the alternative certification route. 
Research Question 1: What are the current practices regarding 
alternative certification policies for school administrators 
in the 50 states and the District of Columbia? 
This research question was specifically designed to 
determine (1) states with alternative certification policies, 
(2) states currently considering alternative certification 
policies, and (3) states that had alternative certification 
policies but discontinued them. This research question was 
further explored by asking respondents to give their 
perceptions as to the reasons why their states either 
discontinued or never considered alternative certification 
policies. 
Figure 1 shows the findings relative to the current 
status of alternative certification policies for school 
administrators. Respondents from forty-nine states and the 
District of Columbia (98%) participated in the study. Nevada 
was the only state that did not respond. Twelve states (24%) 
reported that they have alternative certification policies. 
Thirty-seven states and the District of Columbia (76%) 
reported that they do not have alternative certification 
policies. Included in that number are two states that 
indicated they had an alternative certification policy, but 
discontinued it, and one state that reported that there was a 
policy under consideration. 
24% 
^ No Policy 
(n=38) 
□ Have Policy 
(0=12) 
Figure 4.1 
Status of Alternative Certification 
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Table 1 
States Without Alternative Certification Policies 
Alabama 2Minnesota 
Alaska Mississippi 
Arkansas Missouri 
California New Jersey 
Colorado North Carolina 
Connecticut North Dakota 
D.C. Chio 
Delaware Oklahoma 
Florida Oregon 
Georgia Pennsylvania 
Hawaii Rhode Island 
Idaho South Carolina 
Illinois South Dakota 
Indiana Tennessee 
Iowa Utah 
Kansas Virginia 
Kentucky Washington 
Louisiana Wisconsin 
Michigan Wyoming 
discontinued policy 
Considering implementing policy 
Table 2 
States With Alternative Certification Policies 
State Year Policy 
New York 1936 No Specific Title 
Montana 1971 Class 5: Provisional Certificate 
Vermont 1971 Panel Review Process 
New Hampshire 1974 Alternative 3 
New Mexico 1986 Alternative Licensure Proqram 
Massachusetts 1987 Certification Review Panel 
Arizona 1989 (1) Provisional Alternative 
Superintendent Certificate 
(2) Alternative Superintendent 
Certificate 
Maine 1989 Portfolio Review 
Nebraska 1989 Provisional Administrative 
Certificate 
Texas 1990 Alternative Certification for 
Administrators 
West Virginia 1990 Professional Administrator 
Certification 
Maryland 1992 Alternative Principal Certification 
Table 3 contains a listing of the states that have 
alternative certification policies, the name of the policy or 
program, and the year the policy or program was implemented. 
Policies and programs are described later in the chapter. 
Table 3 shows that New York has the oldest existing 
policy. Maryland's policy was implemented in September, 
1992, and no administrators have been certified using this 
route. 
States that Discontinued Policies 
California and Ohio's respondent's reported that they 
had alternative certification policies, but discontinued 
them. California's respondent reported that the state 
implemented an alternative certification policy that allowed 
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individuals to become school administrators by passing the 
National Teachers Examination. The policy was discontinued 
in 1979 because "hiring authorities would not employ 
administrators" who were credentialed using this route, and 
"people were not taking this examination seriously." 
Ohio respondent reported that an one-year alternative 
certification policy went into effect September 1, 1991, and 
expired June 30, 1992. This policy provided for what has 
become known as One-year Temporary Administrative 
Certificate. The certificate was issued at the request of a 
local school board and was valid only in that district. 
School principal, educational administrative specialist, 
superintendent, and assistant superintendent were the 
endorsement areas in which the certificate was offered. 
Candidates were required to have at least a bachelor's degree 
from an accredited institution in the field of finance or 
administration, or have five years of recent work experience 
in education, management, or administration. Besides 
confirming that candidates met the above requirements, school 
boards were required to confirm that the individual was of 
good moral character. Although the policy expired in June, 
1992, the Ohio "State Board of Education can renew the 
certificate annually upon the request of the employing 
district." 
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States Currently Considering Policies 
Minnesota's respondent reported that the state was 
considering an alternative certification policy. Legislation 
was passed in 1991 authorizing the department of education to 
develop a program that is "an alternative to a conventional 
certification program for school administrators." Although 
the legislation was passed in 1991, the department of 
education has not developed or implemented a policy because 
"it is not a priority and the lack of resources." 
To participate in Minnesota's alternative certification 
program, candidates must have a master's degree in 
administration, a position offered in a school system that is 
approved by the state board of education, five years of 
experience in an area related to administration, and be able 
to document successful experiences working with children and 
adults. 
The alternative certification license is a one-year 
license that permits the candidate to participate in an 
alternative certification program. Programs include: 
mentoring, formal instruction, and peer coaching components; 
candidate assessment, supervision, and evaluation; an 
emphasis on research-based and results-oriented approaches to 
leadership; and an emphasis on integrating theory and 
practice. Candidates will receive the standard entrance 
license once the alternative certification program is 
completed and an evaluation is submitted with a positive 
recommendation from the resident mentorship team. 
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States that Never Considered Implementing Policies 
Thirty-eight respondents reported that their states did 
not have or never considered an alternative certification 
policy. They were asked to give their perceptions of the 
reasons their state never considered alternative 
certification policies for school administrators. Twenty- 
four states (48%) responded to this question, and their 
responses were grouped in the following categories (Table 2): 
(1) no interest in alternative certification policies for 
school administrators; (2) philosophically believe that 
traditional preparation programs are essential for good 
school leadership; (3) administrators cannot be adequately 
trained using alternative certification policies; (4) 
teaching and school experience are essential for good 
leadership; (5) no shortage of potential school 
administrators; (6) alternative certification dilutes quality 
preparation; and (7) the focus should be on improving 
traditional programs. 
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Table 3 
Perception for not Implementing Alternative Policies 
Perception ^ States 
No interest in alternative 
certification policies 
District of Columbia, Kansas, 
North Carolina, North Dakota, 
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, 
Utah (n=7) 
Traditional programs are 
essential for good school 
leadership. 
Colorado, Georgia, Oregon, 
Wisconsin (n=4) 
Administrators cannot be 
adequately trained using 
alternative certification 
policies. 
Colorado, Wisconsin (n=2) 
Teaching and schooling 
experience are essential for 
qood leadership. 
Delaware, Mississippi, 
Missouri, South Dakota (n=4) 
No shortage of trained, 
potential school 
administrators. 
Arizona, Arkansas, Idaho, 
Kentucky, Missouri, North 
Dakota, South Carolina, 
Wisconsin. (n=8) 
Alternative certification 
dilutes quality preparation 
and the focus should be on 
improving traditional 
programs. 
Iowa (n=l) 
Seven respondents reported that there was no interest in 
alternative certification in their state. No shortage of 
trained, potential school administrators was also cited as a 
reason by eight states. 
Research Question 2: Why were alternative certification 
polices for school administrators implemented in each state? 
Respondents who reported that their states had 
alternative certification policies for school administrators 
were asked to give their perceptions of the reasons why these 
policies were implemented. Eight states responded to this 
question. Maryland stated that their policy was developed to 
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address "school system needs by enabling school districts to 
employ principals with specific backgrounds and preparation 
(i.e. arts)." Both New York and West Virginia said that 
providing access to those outside of education (i.e. business 
and industry) was a primary motivator. New York also said 
that it was "discriminatory to require the approved program 
completion only." The respondents from both Maine, New 
Hampshire, and Vermont said that potential administrators 
should be certified if they can show that they have the 
necessary competencies and experiences. 
Nebraska and Montana's respondents reported that 
alternative certification allows candidates to assume 
positions before requirements are fully met. They allow 
experienced administrators from outside of the state to 
assume positions while they complete state requirements. 
Research Question 3; In those states where alternative 
certification policies were considered and not adopted, whv 
were they rejected? 
Respondents who indicated that their states had no 
alternative certification policies for school administrators 
were asked to tell if their states had considered, but 
rejected policies. They were also asked to give their 
perceptions as to why the policy was rejected. No respondent 
provided a positive response. Forty-one states (81%) 
reported that they had not considered policies, and nine 
states (19%) left this question blank. 
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Research Question 4; What wavs are alternative certification 
policies different from one state to another? 
Data gathered to respond to the research question 
concerning the differences between states that have 
alternative certification policies (n=12) will be analyzed in 
the following sections. This analysis is divided into three 
sub-sections. The first section is a description of each 
state's alternative certification policy or program. The 
policies are compared and contrasted in the second section, 
and in the third data pertaining to qualifications and 
requirements are presented. Data received from Ohio, a state 
who recently discontinued its alternative certification 
policy, will also be included in the last two sections. 
Twelve states reported that they have alternative 
certification policies (Table 1). These policies vary 
greatly in form and structure, therefore, they have 
been divided into the following four categories or 
models (Table 4): 
(1) States with an individualized evaluation process in 
which the applicant's credentials are reviewed by 
representative(s) of the certifying agency. 
(2) States that grant a provisional certificate that 
allows applicants to practice until they complete 
requirements for the standard or traditional 
certificate. 
(3) States with a special certificate designed 
specifically for those completing the alternative 
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certification requirements (certificates are equal 
to the regular certificate). 
(4) States that have some variation of the traditional 
policy, but considers it an alternative to the 
traditional or standard route. 
Table 4 
Alternative Certification Policy Models 
Variation of 
Individualized Provisional Special Traditional 
Evaluation Certification Certificates Policies 
(n=4) <n=4) (n=2) (n=2) 
Maine Montana Arizona New York 
Massachusetts Nebraska Maryland West Virginia 
New Hampshire New Mexico 
Vermont Texas 
The ensuing discussion will provide descriptions of 
alternative certification policies using the following 
♦ 
categories: individualized evaluation model, provisional 
certification model, special certificates model, and 
variations of traditional policies model. The study's data 
collection methods generated the following characterizations. 
Individualized Evaluation 
Maine. Maine has three certification routes: (1) 
completion of the state-approved program, (2) certification 
through transcript review, and (3) Portfolio Review which is 
the alternative certification route. The Portfolio Review 
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process went into effect in 1989. It is used by individuals 
who have not completed teacher or administrator training 
programs, but who feel that they have the equivalent training 
and experiences to meet the state-mandated knowledge areas. 
The state has eleven administrative certification areas and 
applicants can use the Portfolio Review for each: 
superintendent, assistant superintendent, principal, 
assistant principal, teaching principal, curriculum 
coordinator/instructional supervisor, director of special 
education, director of secondary vocational education, 
assistant director of secondary vocational education, adult 
and community education director, assistant adult and 
community education director. 
Those applicants for certification who want to use 
equivalent experiences and training must prepare and submit 
an activities portfolio. Experience can be demonstrated by 
providing evidence of involvement with community-based 
4 
activities and projects, providing consulting services, 
publications, providing building or district wide training, 
participation in workshops, seminars, or institutes; grant 
development or coordination; preparing budgets and management 
plans; and teaching experience at the college or university 
level. 
When preparing their portfolio, candidates must provide 
descriptions of their activities and document them in detail 
as they relate to each of the knowledge areas. There are 13 
knowledge areas: community relations, school finance and 
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budgeting, supervision and evaluation of personnel, federal 
and state civil rights and education laws, organizational 
theory and planning, educational leadership, educational 
philosophy and theory, effective instruction, curriculum 
development, staff development, teaching the exceptional 
student, the learner and the learning process, and 
nondiscriminatory hiring. Entry level applicants, or those 
who have never held an administrative certificate, can use 
equivalent experience in no more than four of the knowledge 
areas (excluding federal and state civil rights and education 
laws and the exceptionality requirement). Those who held 
certificates from other states or those with three years of 
administrative experience who are moving to a new 
certification category are permitted to use all knowledge 
areas. Portfolios are submitted to the Division of 
Certification and Placement and are evaluated by a licensing 
officer. 
Maine requires that applicants have three years of 
instructional experiences. Experiences in schools, 
hospitals, business, industry or the military can be 
included. The master's degree is the minimum degree 
requirement for an administrative certificate. The fee for 
Maine's certification is $100. The certificate is valid for 
five years and is renewable. 
Massachusetts. The Certification Review Panel is the 
alternative certification route for administrators in 
Massachusetts. It was implemented in 1987. Individuals 
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using this route have not completed the traditional education 
administrator preparation programs, however, because of 
formal training and experiences, they may meet the state- 
mandated standards for administrative certification. 
Massachusetts has the following administrative 
certification areas: superintendent, assistant 
superintendent, school principal (various levels), 
supervisor/director, and school business administrator. A 
bachelor's or higher degree, good health, and sound moral 
character are the minimum requirements for certification in 
these areas. American citizenship or proof of United States 
residency, and legal authorization for employment are also 
mandated. The cost for the evaluation is $25. 
Candidates submit their initial application to the 
Bureau of Certification where it is reviewed by an evaluator. 
The evaluator will determine if the candidate's application 
is appropriate for the panel review process. If the 
♦ 
candidate's credentials are referred to the panel, the 
candidate is notified and asked to complete the necessary 
application and submit supporting documents. Candidates 
should take this opportunity to document their experiences 
and training as they relate to the five state-mandated 
standards. The standards are certificate specific and 
applicants must show that they have acquired and can 
demonstrate each. They are: (1) knowledge, (2) communication 
skills, (3) management skills, (4) assessment and evaluation 
skills, and (5) human relations skills. 
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A 12-member panel reviews the application. The panel is 
composed of professionals who come from various educational 
backgrounds. They are public school teachers and 
administrators, higher education faculty and administrators, 
and representatives from professional education 
organizations. Selection for the panel is based on 
professional achievement and expertise. 
After reviewing the applications, the panel will 
determine which candidates should be interviewed. Usually 
candidates are interviewed by three-person teams whose job is 
to determine if applicants have met the required standards. 
They might request additional information prior to or during 
the interview. Finally, interview teams make their 
recommendations to the Commissioner of Education. If the 
Commissioner concurs with the recommendation, it is submitted 
to the board of education which makes the final decision. 
New Hampshire. New Hampshire has five certification 
routes. Alternative 1 is the approved program route. 
Alternative 2 is the route used by those moving to New 
Hampshire from other states. Alternative 5 is a provisional 
certificate which is used for beginning teachers. 
Alternative 3 and Alternative 4 are New Hampshire's 
alternative certification routes and they went into effect in 
1974. They are used by those who have gained skills, 
competencies, and knowledge through means other than the 
approved teacher or administrator education programs. 
Superintendent, assistant superintendent, principal, and 
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vocational director applicants use Alternative 3. School 
business administrators may use Alternative 3 or 4. The 
initial certificate is known as the Beginning Educator 
Certificate and is valid for three years and renewable. The 
cost for the evaluation is $100. 
Applicants for the Alternative 3 or 4 certificates must 
submit the application to New Hampshire's Bureau of Teacher 
Education and Professional Standards (BOTEPS). Applicants 
should include a written description that outlines the 
applicant's knowledge of significant concepts and ideas, 
professional experiences, and academic preparation as they 
relate to the competencies. Applicants should also submit 
college transcripts, a resume, and three to five references 
from people who can attest to their abilities in the area in 
which they are requesting certification. 
The candidate's application is submitted and reviewed by 
a Board of Examiners, which is appointed by BOTEPS and 
composed of three members: two in the area of the candidate's 
specialization and a member of BOTEPS's staff. The board 
meets with applicants for an oral examination to ascertain if 
candidates meet the requirements for the endorsement. 
Candidates are expected to provide responses that express 
their knowledge, skills, experiences, and an understanding of 
the literature in their endorsement area. 
The board makes a recommendation to BOTEPS which is 
based on the written information submitted and the data 
gathered during the oral examination. The final decision 
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regarding all applications rests with BOTEPS. Applicants can 
appeal negative decisions to the New Hampshire Profession 
Standards Board which has final authority in all 
certification matters. 
Vermont. The Peer Review Process is Vermont's 
alternative certification route and it was implemented in 
1971. This route is used by applicants who believe they have 
the experiences and skills to meet the state-mandated 
standards and competencies. Vermont administrators are 
licensed in the following areas: superintendent, supervisor, 
area vocational director, coordinator of special education, 
and elementary and secondary principal. The certificate is 
valid for two years and renewable. Applicants are required 
to have at least a master's degree and three years teaching 
experience. Superintendents must have at least two years of 
school management experience. 
Candidates wishing to be certified using the Peer Review 
Process must submit a resume, academic transcripts, and 
reference letters to the Vermont State Department of 
Education. Candidates are also encouraged to submit 
supporting documents in the form of bibliographies, tapes, 
work samples, and reference letters affirming that they meet 
Vermont's standards and competencies for the endorsement 
being sought. The cost for the Peer Review is $600 for one 
evaluation and $300 for each additional request. 
The applicant's portfolio is initially reviewed by a 
licensing officer to determine if the applicant is qualified 
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for the Peer Review Process. The portfolio is forwarded to 
the Peer Review Coordinator at Lyndon State College. Each 
panel, composed of three or four people, is selected from a 
list of qualified professional educators. The panel usually 
includes two educators who are licensed in the area in which 
the candidate is seeking certification, and the other members 
are higher education faculty and school administrators. 
In addition to reviewing written information and 
possibly contacting the candidates references, the panel 
interviews the candidate to clarify data found in the 
portfolio and to question the candidate about having met the 
competencies and standards. The panel makes a recommendation 
to license the candidate or to license when all standards are 
met. If there are unmet standards, the panel will make 
suggestions for meeting them. The panel's work ends once the 
recommendation is submitted to the department of education. 
The department is responsible for officially informing the 
candidate of the deposition of the application. 
Provisional Certification 
Montana. The respondent from Montana reported that the 
Class 5: Provisional Administrative Certificate, is their 
alternative certification route. This route was implemented 
in 1971. This certificate is issued to applicants who have 
been certified in another state or holds an administrative 
endorsement in another area and have completed a major 
portion of the requirements for the Class 3 Administrative 
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Certificate. Applicants usually have not passed the National 
Teacher Exam Core Battery, have program deficiencies, or have 
to update coursework. 
Individuals requesting the Class 5 certificate must have 
a master's degree in educational administration and at least 
three years of teaching experience. Applicants must develop 
a Plan of Professional Intent in which they outline how the 
requirements for the Class 3 certificate will be completed. 
The Class 5 certificate is issued for a three year period and 
is not renewable except under special circumstances. Once 
candidates completes what is outlined in their plan, they may 
apply for the Class 3 certificate. The cost for the 
certificate is $24. 
A candidate for the Class 5 principal certificate must 
complete the requirements for the approved program in school 
administration. The course of study should include the 
following courses: general school administration, secondary 
or elementary school administration, administration of 
guidance services, supervision of instruction and evaluation 
at the appropriate level, school curriculum at the 
appropriate level, school finance (budgeting), and school 
law. 
The superintendent certificate has two options. Option 
A is designed for those applicants who have been trained 
within the state, and Option B is for those who are coming 
from outside of the state. Under both options candidates 
must have a master's degree in school administration and be 
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eligible or hold a teaching certificate. Candidates must 
have three years of teaching from the date prior to 
qualifying as a principal, have at least one year of 
administrative experience as a certified school 
administrator, or have been supervised for a year in an 
administrative internship. The master's degree coursework 
must include eight graduate semester credits in elementary 
education that include elementary administration and 
elementary curriculum if the candidate does not qualify for 
the elementary teaching endorsement. Eight graduate credits 
in secondary education and curriculum are required if the 
candidate does not qualify for the secondary certificate. 
For those using Option A, the Plan of Professional 
Intent must include eight graduate credits in administration 
beyond the master's degree which include the following 
courses: school management/facilities, school negotiations, 
school finance (economics of education), and public 
relations. Those candidates applying under Option B must 
include in their plan eight credits in school administration 
beyond the master's degree. The following course work must 
also be found in the plan: general school administration, 
elementary and secondary administration, administration of 
guidance services, supervision of instruction and evaluation 
of personnel, school curriculum K-12, school finance 
(budgeting and economics of education), school law, school 
management/facilities management, school negotiations, and 
public relations. 
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Nebraska. The respondent from Nebraska reported that 
the state's alternative certification route is known as the 
Provisional Administrative Certificate which was implemented 
in 1989. The certificate is valid for all administrative 
endorsement areas except for superintendent of schools. It 
is valid for two years and cannot be issued more than once to 
a single applicant. The cost for the certificate is $40. 
Application for the Provisional Administrative 
Certificate is made to the State Board of Education by the 
governing body of the local school system or the local 
superintendent. The candidate must have at least 75% of the 
coursework completed that would lead to a master's, 
educational specialist, or doctoral degree in educational 
administration. The candidate must also have completed at 
least 75% of the requirements leading to certification as an 
school administrator. Candidates must submit a statement 
declaring their intent to complete program and certification 
requirements while the Provisional Administrative Certificate 
is valid. They must also document that they have taken 15 
semester hours of graduate coursework three years prior to 
the date of the application in an effort to complete the 
requirements for their graduate program and endorsement. 
Candidates must be eligible for or hold a Nebraska 
teaching certificate, provide evidence of having completed 
the state's required human relations training program, earn a 
passing score on the Pre-Professional Skills Test (PPST), and 
have completed special education requirements. Once the above 
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requirements are met, the candidate may apply for Montana's 
regular administrative certificate. 
New Mexico. New Mexico's State Department of Education 
adopted the Alternative Licensure Program in 1986. The 
program is initiated by a local school board and provides for 
the creation of individual or small group training which is a 
collaborative effort between a local school board, an 
institution of higher education and the State Department of 
Education. The completion of a program leads to a standard 
New Mexico administrators license. 
Proposals for the Alternative Licensure Program can be 
initiated by a local school superintendent, the governing 
authority of a private school, or an institution of higher 
education. Proposals must include an outline of the potential 
candidate's qualifications and describe the activities that 
the applicant will be engaged in to meet state-mandated 
competencies. It should also describe the mentoring 
component and how candidates will be evaluated. While 
participating in the program, candidates will be granted a 
one-year license that is renewable until program requirements 
are met. There is no fee for New Mexico's provisional 
certificate. 
To receive New Mexico's Standard Administrator License, 
candidates must have a standard teaching certificate, a 
master's degree, pass the National Teachers Examination Core 
Battery, and the State Board of Education's Six Essential 
Teaching Competencies. Verification that all requirements 
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have been met and the candidate has satisfactorily 
demonstrated the competencies for certification is necessary 
before the certificate is granted. 
Texas. Texas' alternative policy for school 
administrators was adopted by their State Board of Education 
in September, 1990. The policy provides guidelines for 
establishing collaborative alternative certification programs 
which include colleges and universities with approved 
programs, local service agencies, and local public schools. 
To become a state approved program, school districts and 
institutions of higher education must show commitment by 
providing adequate funding and staff. The project must have 
a program director who is responsible for screening 
applicants and supervision of participants and personnel. 
Programs are to be designed to prepare campus 
principals, district-level mid-management administrators, and 
superintendents. Mentoring, formal coursework, and 
assessment of participants are central elements in the 
program. 
The policy outlines admission requirements for both 
i# 
those who have and have not been educators and those with and 
without graduate degrees. All candidates must come from an 
accredited college or university and they must have a grade 
point average of 3.0 or better on a 4.0 scale. The must have 
experience supervising at least three professionals who have 
at least a bachelor's degree. 
94 
Those who are certified educators with graduate degrees 
must have three years teaching experience. Those educators 
possessing only a bachelor's degree must have at least five 
years of successful school experience which includes 
leadership responsibilities. Applicants also must have 
completed training in effective instructional practices, 
leadership ability, curriculum development, and 
communications skills. 
Those individuals who do not hold teacher certification 
and possess a graduate degree must have three years of 
successful experience in organizational leadership. Those 
without a graduate degree and have teacher certification must 
have management and leadership training and five years of 
successful experience in organizational leadership. 
The formal coursework component of the program includes 
18 credits or 27 0 contact hours of graduate training in an 
approved administrator preparation program. The coursework 
should include the following: effective school design, 
understanding of effective teaching practices, development of 
curriculum and instruction design models, integration of 
critical thinking and problem-solving skills in leadership 
development, application of ethical and legal principles, and 
implementation of financial management skills. 
A two year mentor-directed internship is another key 
component to the program. Candidates receive a two year 
"term" certificate which is only valid while they are 
enrolled in the alternative certification program. Cost for 
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the certificate has not been determined. The certificate is 
renewable for one additional year under extenuating 
circumstances. 
The mentor must be a certified administrator who has at 
least five administrative experience at the level in which 
the intern is seeking certification. Before participants can 
begin their internships, they must complete nine credits or 
135 contact hours of coursework. Certified educators must 
take course work that includes professional development in 
the areas of leadership, performance evaluation, organization 
theory, financial management in education, and/or legal and 
ethical aspects of education. 
Candidates who are not certified teachers must take 
courses that include professional development in the areas of 
instructional leadership, curriculum and instruction 
management, performance evaluation, financial management in 
education, and/or legal and ethical aspects of education. 
Besides completing the mentor-directed internship and 
coursework, candidates must achieve acceptable scores on the 
Instructional Leadership Training Program, the Texas Teacher 
Appraisal System Training Program, the state-adopted 
Examination for the Certification of Educators in Texas, and 
the approved local school district administrator appraisal 
system. Candidates must also have the recommendations of the 
program director and supervising mentor. Once all 
requirements are successfully met, candidates will be awarded 
a Texas Administrative Certificate in their endorsement area. 
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Special Certificates 
Arizona. Arizona has an alternative certification 
policy only for superintendents with two endorsement levels. 
This route was implemented in 1989. The first level is the 
Provisional Alternative Superintendent Certificate which is 
valid for two years and nonrenewable. The second is the 
Alternative Superintendent Certificate which is valid for six 
years and renewable. The cost for each certificate is $20. 
The Provisional Alternative Superintendent Certificate 
is requested by the local governing board. The school board 
must verify in writing that the district has an 
administrative staff structure which includes a 
superintendent whose primary responsibility is curriculum and 
instruction. Candidates must have a master's degree, and at 
least eight years of administrative experience as an 
executive officer or manager of business or educational 
institution. During the first year of certification, the 
candidates must show that they have knowledge and 
understanding of the constitutions of the United States and 
Arizona. This can be accomplished through coursework or 
examination. They must also pass the Arizona Teacher 
Proficiency Examination (ATPE) . 
To receive the Alternative Superintendent Certificate, 
the candidate must be eligible for or hold the Provisional 
Alternative Superintendent Certificate. The local school 
board must provide written verification that the candidate 
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completed two years as a superintendent while holding the 
provisional certificate. The candidate must also complete 
the following courses: school law, school finance, school 
administration, and an elective. 
Maryland. Maryland's Principal Alternative Certificate 
was implemented in September, 1992. The policy is designed 
to permit individuals with specialized backgrounds to become 
principals in Maryland's special schools. The application 
for the certificate is made by the local school 
superintendent to the state superintendent of schools. The 
application fee is $10. Applicants must have at least a 
bachelor's degree from an accredited college or university. 
To request the certificate, the local school board must 
establish a search committee and hold a publicly announced 
search which is open to candidates who qualify for both the 
traditional and alternative certificate. The advertised 
position must address qualifications in the following 
categories: (1) teaching and learning, (2) leadership 
experience, (3) personal attributes, (4) social context, and 
(5) institutional context. Finally, the local board will 
identify and appoint a mentor who will assist the newly 
appointed principal. 
The Alternative Principal Certificate is for one year. 
It can be renewed with a written recommendation from the 
local superintendent indicating the holder's satisfactory 
performance. 
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Variation of the Traditional Policies 
West Virginia. In 1990, the West Virginia Legislature 
passed legislation which stated that to become a school 
administrator one needs a master's degree in any area and 
three years of management experience (classroom teaching is 
considered management experience). The State Board of 
Education implemented an alternative certification policy 
which reflected this change. Administrative certification 
applicants could earn certificates in the following areas: 
superintendent; elementary, middle, junior, and high school 
principal; general supervisor of instruction; and vocational 
administrator. The initial certificate is valid for five 
years and is renewable. The application fee is $5. 
In their 1992 session, the Legislature amended the 
alternative certification legislation by requiring that 
applicants complete an approved program in educational 
administration. Those who received the credential using the 
alternative route must now complete an "approved program in 
educational administration" by June 30, 1997 or they will 
lose their administrative endorsements. The Legislature also 
required that principals complete six credits in public 
school management techniques and training in evaluation 
techniques by July 1, 1994. 
Although the alternative certification policy has been 
dismantled by legislative action, the respondent from West 
Virginia believes that the state still has one because an 
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individual still receives all endorsements if he or she 
completes one approved program. Also, if an individual moves 
to West Virginia having been certified using an alternative 
certification route in another state, the applicant will be 
automatically certified. 
New York. In 1936, New York State adopted an 
alternative certification policy for school administrators. 
Applicants can be certified as a school district 
administrator, a school administrator or supervisor, or a 
school business administrator using this policy. New York 
has one certificate level for school district administrators 
and school business administrators and the certificates are 
valid for life. The school administrator and supervisor 
certificates have two levels. The first level is the 
provisional certificate which is the initial certification 
and is valid for five years. The second is the permanent 
certificate which is valid for life. The fee for each 
certificate is $50. 
The policy requires that all applicants have at least a 
bachelor's degree from a regionally accredited institution of 
higher education. For the school district administrator and 
school business administrator certificates, applicants must 
complete 60 credits above the bachelor's degree and have been 
awarded the master's degree. Twenty-four graduate credits 
must be completed in school administration and supervision. 
For the school administrator and supervisor certificate, 
applicants must complete 30 graduate credits above the 
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bachelor's degree and 18 credits must be in school 
administration and supervision. 
New York's alternative certification program is 
different from the conventional approved program route 
because the policy is not explicit about what courses in 
educational administration candidates must take to be 
certified. Therefore, a candidate may take 30 credits in a 
single area to fulfill this requirement. Also, the 
internship requirement can be substituted if the candidate 
has worked as an administrator or supervisor in an elementary 
or secondary school for one year. 
Alternative Certification...Policies Comp.ar.ed 
Table 5 shows that there were three types of alternative 
certification certificates: regular, provisional, and 
special. Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New York, 
Ohio, Vermont, and West Virginia (n=6) issue the regular or 
traditional certificate to candidates using the alternative 
route. Certificates are valid between two and five years and 
are renewable. New York's school building level certificates 
is a provisional certificate that is valid for five years and 
can be renewed. Administrators who complete additional 
requirements will be granted permanent certification which is 
valid for life. New York's district level and school 
business administrators certificates are valid for life. 
Ohio's certificate is valid for one year and the local school 
101 
district may request that the state board of education renew 
it annually. 
Four states (Montana, Nebraska, New Mexico, and Texas) 
issued a provisional certificate to applicants while they 
complete the requirements for regular certification. Texas 
instituted formal alternative certification program. New 
Mexico allows local school districts to design an 
individualized alternative certification program for 
individuals or groups, and Nebraska and Montana certify 
individuals who are in the process of completing traditional 
requirements. In each case the certificate allows the 
candidates to assume administrative positions or complete 
internship requirements while meeting the qualifications for 
a regular or traditional certificate. 
Certificates are only valid for one to three years in 
the states that provide provisional certificates. Each state 
provides certificates while candidates are completing 
requirements for regular or traditional certification. 
Montana and Nebraska's certificates cannot be renewed. 
Texas' certificate can be renewed for one year under 
extenuating circumstances. Although New Mexico's certificate 
can be renewed, the local board, when writing their proposal, 
outlined the length of time that it would take for candidates 
to complete the requirements for the regular certificate. If 
requirements are not completed in the agreed upon time, the 
certificate will not be renewed. 
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Arizona and Maryland provide a special certificate for 
individuals who are certified using the alternative 
certification route. In both states the certificate is the 
equivalent to the regular or traditional license. However, 
only superintendents are certified using this route in 
Arizona, and there are two alternative certification levels 
in Arizona: the Provisional Alternative Superintendent 
Certificate and the Alternative Superintendent Certificate. 
Unlike the Provisional Certificate, the Alternative 
Superintendent Certificate is valid for six years and 
renewable. Maryland's certificate applies only to 
principals, is valid for one-year and is renewable. It also 
mandates that individuals with either the alternative or 
traditional certificate be allowed to apply for vacant 
positions. 
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Table 5 
Types of Certificate 
Type State Endorsement Valid Renewable Cost 
Regular Maine All Areas 5 Yes $100 
Mass All Areas Life — $25 
New 
Hampshire 
All Areas 3 Yes $100 
New York All Areas 5 or 
life 
Yes $50 
Vermont All Areas 2 Yes $600 
West 
Virginia 
All Areas 5 Yes $5 
Ohio All Areas 1 Yes $2 
Provisional Montana All Areas 3 No $24 
Nebraska All Areas 2 No $40 
New Mexico All Areas 1 Yes None 
Texas All Areas 2 Yes N/A 
Special Arizona 
Superintendents 
Only 2/6 No/Yes $20 
Maryland Principal Only 1 Yes $10 
Requirements for Certification 
Requirements for alternative certification are compared 
and contrasted in this section. The categories are: (1) 
minimum degree requirements, (2) teaching experience, (3) 
management experience, (4) standardized tests, and (5) 
mentoring. 
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Table 6 
Certification Retirements 
State Degree Teaching Management Test Mentor 
Arizona MA 0 8 ATPE No 
Maine MA 3 0 No No 
Maryland BA 0 0 No Yes 
Mass BA 0 0 No NO 
Montana MA 3 0 NTE No 
Nebraska BA 2 0 PPST NO 
New 
Hampshire MA 3 0 NO Yes 
New Mexico MA 3 0 NTE NO 
New York BA 3 2 NO NO 
Ohio BA 0 5 NO No 
Texas BA 0 0 ExCET Yes 
Vermont BA 3 0 NO No 
West 
Virginia MA 0 3 CST NO 
Degree Required. Table 7 shows that Arizona, Maine, 
Montana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, and West Virginia (50%) 
require the master’s degree as the minimum degree requirement 
for certification using the alternative certification route. 
The degree can be in any area in Arizona, Maine, and West 
Virginia; however, certificate holders must take courses in 
educational administration for certificate renewal. 
Montana's policy states that candidates must have a master's 
degree with a concentration in educational administration. 
New Hampshire requires their administrators to have a 
master's degree or "have acquired the competencies, skills, 
and knowledge through experience in comparable leadership 
positions in education or other professions." 
The minimum degree requirement in Maryland, 
Massachusetts, Nebraska, New York, Ohio, and Texas is the 
105 
bachelor's degree (50%). Texas has specific requirements for 
those with a master's degree and others for those with the 
bachelor's degree. Vermont's respondent commented that "all 
non-traditional administrative licensure seekers have had a 
graduate degree or at least 28 graduate credits." Those with 
bachelor's degrees are required to have five years of 
professional experience, whereas those with graduate degrees 
can have less. 
Nebraska's respondent commented that candidates must 
have a bachelor's degree and be making progress towards 
achieving the master's degree. While a candidate in Texas' 
program, participants must complete 18 credits in educational 
administration. New York requires a master's degree for 
superintendents and business administrators, however, 
principals and supervisors are only required to complete 18 
hours above the bachelor's degree for the school 
administrator provisional certification. Candidates receive 
the permanent certificate when they complete the master's 
degree. 
Management Experience. Table 7 shows that four (33%) 
states (New York, Ohio, West Virginia, and Arizona) require 
school administrators to have management experience. Arizona 
requires individuals applying for the Provisional Alternative 
Superintendent Certificate to have eight years or more of 
administrative experience. West Virginia requires 
administrators to have three years of administrative 
experience; classroom teaching is defined as management 
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experience. New York requires that administrators have a 
year of administrative or supervisory experience; however, 
this requirement may be substituted if the applicant does an 
internship. 
Examinations. Table 7 shows that six states (50%) 
require applicants for alternative administrative certificate 
to take examinations. New Mexico and Montana require the 
National Teachers Examination Core Battery. Montana, 
however, requires the examination to receive the standard 
certificate (Table 8). 
Table 7 
States Requiring Examinations 
State Test 
Arizona Teacher Proficiency Examination (ATPE) 
Montana National Teachers Examination Core Battery 
(NTE) 
Nebraska Pre-Professional Skills Test 
New Jersey State Teachers Examination (STE) 
New Mexico National Teachers Examination Core Battery 
(NTE) 
Texas Examination for the Certification of 
Educators in Texas (ExCET) 
West 
Virginia 
West Virginia Content Specialization Test 
(CST) 
Teaching Experience. Maine, Nebraska, Montana, New 
York, Vermont, and New Mexico (50%) require that candidates 
using the alternative certification route have teaching 
experience (Table 7). Maine, New Hampshire, and Vermont's 
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candidates can show that they have teaching experience in 
institutions other than public schools (i.e. hospitals, 
business, higher education, etc.). New York's requirement 
states that "the candidate must have three years of teaching 
and/or administrative and/or supervisory and/or pupil 
personnel services within grades N-12." 
Teaching is not a requirement for administrative 
certification in West Virginia. Although Texas does not 
specifically require classroom teaching experience for their 
alternative certification programs, the policy makes 
allowances by differentiating between candidates with and 
without teaching experiences. For instance, Texas requires 
"professional development in the areas of instructional 
leadership, curriculum and instructional management, and 
performance evaluation." 
Maryland does not specifically require teaching 
experience for their Alternative Principal Certification; 
however, the local school board must include "teaching and 
learning" in their position description. More specifically, 
the candidate must demonstrate "an understanding of 
curriculum development; an understanding of the instructional 
processes which lead to effective learning; and an 
understanding of children and youth and their age-appropriate 
needs." 
Finally, there are no teaching requirements for 
candidates seeking the Arizona Provisional Alternative 
Superintendent Certificate. However, the policy does require 
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that the local school district must verify that it "has an 
administrative staff structure including superintendent to 
supervise curriculum and instruction." 
Mentoring. Table 7 shows that mentoring is an essential 
component of three states'(33%) alternative certification 
policies. New Mexico and Maryland's policies require that 
the local school board structure the alternative 
certification mentoring component to provide support. Texas' 
alternative certification programs are designed around a 
mentoring component. For instance, their policy states that 
"a mentor administrator who has demonstrated exemplary 
administrative performance and who has served as an 
administrator for at least five years in the areas of 
certification sought by the intern." The mentor also has 
assessment responsibilities. 
Research Question 5; What is the demographic profile of those 
who have been certified using the alternative certification 
route? 
Demographic Profile 
Number of .Administrators Using Alternative Route,. 
Respondents were asked to indicate the number of persons 
using the alternative certification route. Maine estimates 
that 97% of all applicants use the Portfolio Review Process 
to become certified. Ohio indicated that 43 people were 
certified from 1991-92 using the alternative certification 
route. The superintendents certified using the Provisional 
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Alternative Superintendent route in Arizona were the only two 
certified in the state. 
Table 8 
Number Using Alternative Certification 
State Data Collection 
Period 
# Certified 
Arizona Since 1989 2 
Maine Unknown 97% of all 
applicants 
Massachusetts Since 1987 200 + 
Nebraska Since 1989 25 
New Hampshire Since 1987 67 
New Mexico Since 1986 300 approximately 
Ohio 1991-92 43 
Vermont 6 per year 20 
West Virginia Since 1991 5,890 
Certification Areas. Respondents were asked to indicate 
how many individuals were certified using the alternative 
certification route by administrative area. Maine, Montana, 
New York, and Massachusetts stated that the information was 
unavailable or not collected. New Mexico commented that two 
administrators received the general administrator 
certificate. Nebraska indicated that five supervisors of 
instruction, ten secondary principals, and ten elementary 
principals were certified using the alternative certification 
route. The Ohio respondent commented that 15 (35%) 
superintendents, 15 (35%) instructional supervisors, 8 
secondary principals, 3 (7%) elementary principals, and 2 
(19%) vocational administrators were certified using this 
route. The New Hampshire respondent reported that 16 (24%) 
superintendents, 5 (7%) school business managers, 42 (63%) 
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principals, and 4 (6%) vocational directors were certified 
using the alternative certification route. 
Table 9 
Certification Areas 
Area Nebraska Vermont Ohio 
New 
Hampshire 
Supervisor 5 15 
Secondary 
Principals 
10 8 
Elementary 
Principals 
10 3 
All Principals 16 42 
Superintendent 3 15 16 
Vocational 
Director 
1 4 
Business Manager 5 
Total 25 20 41 67 
Gender. Respondents were asked to tell how many males 
and females were certified using alternative certification. 
Respondents from New York, Montana, New Mexico, New 
Hampshire, Vermont, and Maine indicated that the data was not 
available. Nebraska reported that 22 (88%) males and 3 (12%) 
females received their certificates using this route. Two 
males received their superintendents certificates in Arizona, 
and 31 (72%) males and 12 (28%) females received their 
certificates in Ohio. West Virginia reported that 2,499 
(42%) males and 3,391 (58%) females were certified using the 
alternative certification route. 
Ill 
Table 10 
Gender 
Males Females 
State # % # % 
Nebraska 22 88 3 12 
Arizona 2 100 0 0 
Ohio 31 72 12 28 
West Virginia 2499 42 3391 58 
Total 2554 3406 
Age. Participants were asked to provide or estimate the 
ages of those who earned their certificates using alternative 
certification routes. Seven respondents commented that the 
information was not available or unknown. Arizona indicated 
that the two superintendents were between 40-49 years old. 
Nebraska commented that 5 (20%) individuals were between 20- 
29 years old, 10 (40%) were between 30-39 years old, and 10 
(40%) were between 40-49 years old. West Virginia reported 
that 24 (.41%) individuals were between 20-29 years old, 
1,046 (18%) were between 30-39 years old, 3,271 (56%) were 
between 40-49 years old, 1,343 (23%) were between 50-59 years 
old, and 206 (3%) were 60 years and older. 
Table 11 
Age 
20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 + 
Arizona - - 2 - - 
Nebraska 5 10 10 - - 
West Virginia 24 1046 3271 1343 206 
Total 29 1054 3283 1343 206 
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Undergraduate Disciplines. Respondents were asked to 
list the undergraduate discipline of those who received their 
certificate using the alternative certification route. 
Massachusetts, New York, Montana, West Virginia, New 
Hampshire, Vermont, and New Mexico indicated that the 
information was unavailable or unknown. Nebraska indicated 
that the 25 individuals who received their certificate using 
this route were education majors. Maine estimated that 
recipients had earned their undergraduate degrees in either 
education or liberal arts. Arizona stated that their 
recipients earned their undergraduate degrees in business. 
Ohio provided actual numbers that showed that 3 (7%) had 
received their degrees in business, 38 (88%) in education, 
and 2 (5%) in liberal arts. 
Graduate Discipline. Respondents were asked to provide 
the graduate disciplines of those certified using the 
alternative certification route. New Mexico, Montana, New 
Hampshire, New York, Vermont, and Massachusetts indicated 
that the information was not known or not available. Arizona 
stated that their administrators had graduate degrees in 
business. Maine estimated that individuals had degrees in 
education and liberal arts. Ohio (n=30) and Nebraska (n=25) 
stated that their recipients had graduate degrees in 
education. West Virginia estimated that 99% of the 
individuals who received certificates using this route had 
backgrounds in education. 
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Employment Background. Respondents were asked to 
indicate the employment or professional backgrounds of those 
who received the certificates using the alternative 
certification routes. Massachusetts, New York, Montana, New 
Hampshire, Vermont, and New Mexico reported that the 
information was unavailable or unknown. Nebraska indicated 
that the 25 recipients had teaching backgrounds. Ohio 
commented that 3 individual were from business, 37 from 
education, and 3 from higher education. Arizona reported 
that their recipients (n=2) had business backgrounds. Maine 
estimated that individuals came from education, higher 
education, law, and the military. The respondent also 
commented that the actual numbers were unknown because the 
data was not collected. West Virginia estimated that 99% of 
the individuals who were certified using this route were 
educators. 
Ethnicity. Respondents were asked to indicate the 
ethnicity of applicants who received their states' 
certificates using the alternative certification route. The 
following six states indicated that the information was not 
available or unknown: Maine, New Mexico, Vermont, New 
Hampshire, Montana, New York, Massachusetts, West Virginia 
and Ohio. Nebraska indicated that 20 recipients were white, 
and 5 were African-American. Arizona reported that their two 
administrators were white. 
Highest Degree Earned. Respondents were asked to 
indicate the highest degree earned by those who received 
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their certificates using the alternative certification route. 
Massachusetts, New York, Montana, New Hampshire, Vermont, and 
New Mexico stated that the information was not available or 
not known. Nebraska reported that their 24 recipients have 
master's degrees. West Virginia reported that 5,794 of the 
recipients have master's degrees, and 96 have doctoral 
degrees. Ohio stated that 13 individuals have bachelor's 
degrees, 28 have master's, and 2 have doctorate degrees. The 
two recipients from Arizona have master's degree, and Maine 
estimates that recipients have either master's or doctoral 
degrees. 
Summary 
This chapter presented the results of the study with 
respect to each of the five research questions. The status 
of alternative certification for school administrators was 
reported. States with policies and programs, that considered 
policies, and that had policies and discontinued them were 
identified. The perceived reasons why alternative 
certification policies were implemented and why they have not 
been considered were also explored. Policy and program 
descriptions were provided. A descriptive analysis was 
presented. Policies and programs were compared and 
contrasted, and a demographic profile of administrators who 
received their certificates using the alternative 
certification route was included. 
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This study examined the status of alternative 
certification for school administrators in the United States 
using a descriptive research methodology. The research 
questions guiding this investigation were designed to discern 
the reasons alternative certification policies were 
implemented, to discover how policies differed from one state 
to another, and to develop a demographic profile of school 
administrators certified using an alternative certification 
route. The study's population was comprised of certification 
directors or their designee in the 50 states and the District 
of Columbia. Questionnaires, documents, and follow-up 
telephone calls were employed to gather the data. Forty-nine 
states and the District of Columbia participated in the study 
(98% response rate). 
This chapter presents a summary of findings that were 
gleaned from the study. It also provides conclusions and 
offers suggestions for future research. 
Summary of Findings 
Status of Alternative Certification for School Administrators 
When analyzing and evaluating the status of alternative 
certification for school administrators in the United States, 
the study's findings showed that states are not considering 
or implementing alternative certification policies in great 
numbers. The study reveals that 37 states and the District 
of Columbia do not have policies. Minnesota passed 
legislation directing its state board of education to develop 
an alternative certification policy for school 
administrators; however, at the time of the study, the policy 
has not been advanced because of other fiscal priorities. 
Ohio and California reported that they had policies and 
discontinued them. 
The reasons most often given for not implementing 
alternative certification policies were perceptions that 
there is no shortage of trained, potential school 
administrators (n=8); and that there is insufficient interest 
in alternative administrator policies (n=7). The belief that 
traditional preparation programs (n=4), teaching (n=4), and 
school experience (n=4) were essential for providing good 
leadership was also expressed by several respondents. 
The study revealed that 12 states currently have 
alternative certification policies for school administrators. 
Seven of these states are located in the Northeast, and four 
states are located in New England. The four New England 
states (New Hampshire, Vermont, Maine, Massachusetts) and New 
York are members of the Northeast Common Market Project, a 
group creating a regional certification for school 
administrators (RLEI, 1992). New York has the oldest policy 
which was implemented in 1936. Nine states implemented 
policies between 1986 and 1992. This is significant because 
it is concurrent with the current educational reform movement 
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(Kluake, 1989; Petrie, 1990; Jacobson, 1990; Holmes, 1986; 
Carnegie, 1986; Harvey & Crandall, 1988; Sergiovanni & Moore, 
1989) . 
The data revealed that the form and structure of 
alternative certification policies varied from one state to 
another. However, four models emerged from the analysis of 
the data. (1) The individualized evaluation model is used 
when the applicant's credentials are evaluated using state 
mandated standards, knowledge areas, or competencies. 
Evaluations are done by panels composed of various 
educational stakeholders in Vermont, Massachusetts, and New 
Hampshire. In Maine, a certification officer performs the 
evaluation. This type of certification is equivalent to the 
standard certificate. It is significant that this type of 
certification was used only by the four states located in the 
New England area. 
(2) The provisional certificate model exists in four 
states (Montana, Nebraska, New Mexico, and Texas). States 
that use this model grant provisional certification to 
applicants allowing them to practice until they complete 
traditional certification requirements. These certificates 
are usually not renewable and valid for one or two years. 
Although recipients are certified to practice, this is a 
substandard certificate because it is not equivalent to the 
traditional certificate. Montana and Nebraska reported that 
this route is primarily used by administrators who completed 
an approved program in other states. New Mexico and Texas 
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provide a provisional certificate for those who are 
participating in alternative certification programs. 
(3) The special certificate model is a policy 
specifically created as an alternative certification route. 
States utilizing this model identified a specific need and 
targeted a particular group. Recipients receive the regular 
certificate which is equal to those certified using the 
traditional route. Maryland and Arizona use this model. 
(4) The variation of the traditional policy model is 
patterned very closely after the traditional certification 
model and there are minimal differences in the requirements. 
New York and West Virginia policies fall within this 
category. Their certificates are equivalent to those earned 
using the traditional certification model. 
Alternative Certification Requirements 
The study indicated that alternative certification 
requirements vary from state to state. Although similarities 
exist between the four models, there are also a significant 
number of differences. The areas of degree requirements, 
teaching experience, and management experience provide good 
examples of these differences. The study revealed that six 
states require a master's degree, and six states require 
applicants to have at least a bachelor's degree to receive an 
alternative certificate. Seven states require from one to 
three years of teaching experience to become certified using 
the alternative certification route. Texas, Maryland, and 
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Arizona do not have specific teaching requirements, however, 
special provisions are made addressing this area in their 
policies. Four states require management experience. 
Arizona and Ohio require applicants to have eight and five 
years of experience respectively. West Virginia policy does 
not require teaching experience for certification, however, 
three years of teaching is equated as management experience. 
New York requires that administrators have a year of 
administrative or supervisory experience. 
Demographic Data 
Demographic data about individuals who used the 
alternative certification route to become school 
administrators are limited and not reported in a uniform 
manner. These factors limited the analysis and 
generalizations made about the demographic profile of 
certificate recipients using the alternative route. However, 
the study did reveal some significant information about the 
areas of administrative certification, gender, and age of 
those certified using this route. 
The study found that more elementary and secondary 
principals received their certificates using the alternative 
certification route (54%) than district level administrators. 
However, the data received from Ohio indicated that district 
level administrators were in the majority (75%). 
The cumulative data regarding gender indicated that more 
females (57%) than males used the alternative certification 
route. However, omitting West Virginia and averaging the 
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data from Nebraska, Arizona, and Ohio resulted in the finding 
that more males are using this route in those states (78%). 
More females (57%) received certificates using the 
alternative certification route in West Virginia. Of those 
who received their certificates using the alternative 
certification route, 74% were between the ages of 20-49 years 
old. No generalizations regarding undergraduate discipline, 
graduate discipline, employment background, ethnicity, and 
highest degree earned were made because data were not 
reported in a uniform manner. 
Conclusions 
Current Trends 
The review of the literature indicated that the status 
of alternative certification for school administrators in the 
United States is unknown (Silhanek, 1990). The National 
Governors Association (1990), Former President George Bush 
(cited in Feistritzer & Chester, 1991), and the United States 
Department of Education (USDE, 1992) advocated developing 
alternative certification policies. However, the study's 
findings indicated that there is no national trend to 
implement alternative certification policies for school 
administrators because 37 states and the District of Columbia 
do not have this route. Of those 37 states, two reported 
that they had policies and discontinued them, and one is 
currently considering implementing a policy. The remaining 
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12 states do currently have alternative certification 
policies for school administrators. 
Alternative Certification for Teachers. Although 39 
states and the District of Columbia have alternative 
certification policies and programs for teachers (Feistritzer 
Sc Chester, 1991) , this study found that only 12 states have 
policies for school administrators. This fact raises a 
question as to why states with alternative certification 
routes for teachers are unwilling to implement policies for 
school administrators. States have shown their willingness 
to implement policies for teachers because their position 
requires only mastery in a particular content area and 
pedagogy (Khaloui, 1991; Cornett, 1991; Watt, 1986), and they 
influence small numbers of students through their work in the 
classroom. Pedagogical training can be achieved through 
college courses, workshops, mentoring, and/or classroom 
experience (Watts, 1986; Hazlett, 1984; Wisniewki; 1986, 
Khaloui, 1991). Conversely, the school leader's role is more 
diverse and affects a greater number of people within the 
institution which requires the knowledge of leadership, 
management, instructional skills and experiences (Hoyle, 
1990; Thomson, 1990; Koemer, 1992) . 
Teaching as a Prerequisite for Administrator 
Certification. The study's findings confirmed Cooperman's 
(1988) characterization of school leadership as a "closed 
shop." States continue to require teacher certification and 
experience to be certified as a school administrator. The 
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study's findings indicate that states continue to believe 
that baseline teaching experience is essential for 
administrative certification. Seven states, with alternative 
certification policies, require candidates to have teaching 
experience while other states have special provisions that 
address this area. For example, Arizona does not require 
applicants for the Provisional Alternative Superintendents 
Certificate to have teaching experience. Arizona, however, 
requires that school districts, with superintendents 
certified using the alternative route, have an additional 
administrator whose responsibility is curriculum and 
instruction. 
Demand for Administrators. The study confirmed that 
there is no shortage of qualified, potential school 
administrators. Findings reveal that states without policies 
have no interest in implementing policies and believe that 
teaching and school experience are essential for good 
leadership. Therefore, the study indicated that states have 
confidence in their traditional administrator preparation 
programs and are working with stakeholders to improve the 
quality of school leadership. 
Conversely, the study revealed that states with 
alternative certification policies implemented them to 
provide access to those who have different educational and 
experiential backgrounds. For example, the study showed that 
Maryland's policy was designed to admit principal candidates 
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who have a background in a specialized field to the 
profession. 
The .Quality of Alternative Certification Policies 
The National Policy Board (1990) warned states to make 
alternative certification policies consistent with or more 
stringent than the criteria used for attaining the 
traditional certificate. The study's findings revealed that 
most states with policies have followed the National Policy 
Board's (1990) recommendation by requiring teaching 
experience, minimum degree requirements, management 
experience, and/or examinations to be certified using this 
route. 
This study identified four alternative certification 
models that states were using: (1) individualized 
evaluation, (2) provisional certificate, (3) special 
certificate, and (4) variation of traditional policies. 
States using the individualized evaluation and special 
certificates are the preferred models because candidates are 
given a regular certificate which is equal to those achieved 
using the traditional route. These states, with the 
exception of Maine, use collaborative models which involve 
the various stakeholders (NASSP, 1992) in credentialling. 
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Vermont use panels composed 
of individuals from higher education, public schools, state 
departments of education, and professional organizations. 
Maryland and Arizona involve local school districts, 
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institutions of higher education, and state departments of 
education. 
The special certificate appears to be the true 
alternative certification model. Policies within this 
category were designed to specifically address a particular 
need and focused on admitting a specific group to practice. 
For example, Maryland designed its certificate to admit 
principals to the profession while Arizona established its 
route specifically to admit superintendents. Moreover, 
Axizona's requirement that candidates have eight years of 
management experience and that the district have an assistant 
superintendent to provide leadership in curriculum and 
instruction indicates that the certificate was designed 
specifically to admit professionals from business and 
industry to the profession. 
The individualized evaluation model appears to be the 
most inclusive method for admitting individuals to the 
profession because it is involves the various stakeholders; a 
regular certificate is issued; and state mandated standards, 
knowledge areas, and competencies are used to measure 
applicants' credentials. However, concerns about the issues 
of equity and affordability exist. First, because the 
evaluation measures applicants' experiences and background 
against state-mandated competencies, knowledge areas, or 
standards, what methods are used to insure that applicants 
are evaluated in the same manner by panels? Moreover, what 
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steps are taken to prevent bias or politicization of the 
process by panel members? 
Because the cost for the individualized evaluations 
ranges from $25 to $600, the more expensive evaluation could 
be inhibitive for those who are unemployed or poor. Cost 
also could deter some who would otherwise qualify for the 
alternative certification route. Conversely, if individuals 
were to use the approved program route, the $600 cost would 
pay for only one or two courses that are required for 
certification. Given this, the alternative certification 
route is less costly. 
States using the provisional certificate model and the 
variation of the traditional certificate model are not 
advancing the professional interests of school 
administrators. States using the provisional certificate 
model allow individuals to practice prior to the completion 
of state-mandated requirements. Those states using the 
variation of the traditional certificate model allow 
candidates to circumvent traditional requirements. These 
policies devalue administrative certification because they 
bring into question the quality of administrative training 
and the validity of the standards being used to evaluate 
administrators. Therefore, these models directly and 
indirectly undermine the creditability of the profession. 
Implications for the Current Reform Movement 
Excellence and accountability are the underlying goals 
of the current reform initiative (Timar & Kirp, 1988; Farrar, 
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1990; Sergiovanni & Moore, 1989). To move schools towards 
these goals, some states were willing to implement policies 
such as alternative certification for school administrators. 
Although the study's findings showed that alternative 
certification policies for school administrators were 
implemented in four states prior to 1977, the number of 
states providing this route increased by eight between 1986 
and 1992; during the second wave of educational reform. 
Therefore, the study indicated there is some relationship 
between the implementation of the alternative route for 
school administrators and the second wave of education reform 
in which states were making serious effort to improve their 
schools and the quality of educational leadership (Kluake, 
1989; Petrie, 1990; Jacobson, 1990; Holmes, 1986; Carnegie, 
1986; Harvey & Crandall, 1988; Sergiovanni & Moore, 1989). 
The first and second waves of educational reform differ 
in how educational decisions are made. Top to bottom 
decision making characterized the first wave (Timar & Kirp, 
1988). Legislatures and state boards of education mandated 
their wills on schools with little input from stakeholders. 
The second wave, however, is characterized by decisions being 
made at the local level. For this decentralization of 
decision making to work, those stakeholders at the local 
level must be empowered and their roles reconceptionalized 
(Kluake, 1989; Petrie, 1990; Holmes, 1986; Carnegie, 1986; 
Harvey & Crandall, 1988; Sergiovanni & Moore, 1989). 
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Alternative certification policies can be viewed from 
within both dichotomous frames. States which used the top to 
bottom model of decision making have designed alternative 
certification policies that exclude stakeholders and 
undermine traditional policies and programs. Conversely, 
states whose policies emanate from the local level include 
the various stakeholders in policy and program development 
and implementation. Alternative certification could advance 
the reform movement if initiated at the from the local level 
and involves the various stakeholders. 
Implications for Educational Administration Programs 
The notion that the educational leadership professoriate 
came under fire because of the poor quality of their 
preparation programs was confirmed in the literature 
(Griffiths, 1988; Griffiths, Stout & Forsyth, 1988; Achilles, 
1988; Peterson & Finn, 1985; Cooperman, 1988; Cooper & Boyd, 
1988) . The literature also confirmed that states, through 
legislative and state board of education action, have 
initiated reforms in these areas (Murphy, 1990; Petrie, 1990; 
Farrar, 1990; Timar & Kirp, 1988; Sergiovanni & Moore, 1989). 
However, the study's findings indicated that developing and 
implementing alternative certification policies have not been 
the option chosen by policymakers. The National Policy 
Board's publications cite numerous examples of states 
reforming their traditional certification requirements and 
higher education reforming their preparation programs (NPB, 
1989; NPB, 1992). This indicates that states are satisfied 
128 
with the approved program model and have taken steps to 
strengthen it. It is significant that states with 
alternative certification policies continue to utilize the 
approved program model. 
The educational administration professoriate in states 
beginning discussions about possible implementation of 
alternative certification policies for school administrators 
should encourage and actively participate in the dialogue. 
Being a part of the discussion would insure that the policy 
development is research based and that all parties understand 
the current trends relative to administrator training, 
certification, and alternative certification. The 
involvement of higher education in states developing a model 
should involve the various educational stakeholders, admit 
individuals trained in other professions, include 
requirements more stringent than those for admitting 
individuals using the traditional route, and set limits as to 
the number of individuals certified using this route within a 
certain time period. 
Critics and supporters of school leadership and 
education administration should continue to work with higher 
education to improve the quality of preparation programs. 
However, the focus should also include professional 
development of those administrators who are trained, 
certified, and currently holding leadership positions in 
schools (Silhanek, 1990). Because there is no current 
shortage of practicing school administrators (Bliss, 1988; 
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Kowalski & Reitzug, 1993) and they are protected by 
contractual arrangement, professional development is an area 
in which significant energy and resources should be directed. 
Recommendations 
This study provided valuable baseline data pertaining to 
alternative certification policies for school administrators. 
Although studies have examined administrative certification 
and alternative certification for teachers, no study had 
examined the status of alternative certification in the 
United States. Research should be undertaken to compare 
alternative certification policies for school administrators 
with the traditional routes. Research should also include 
examining the individualized evaluation methods. Studies 
should further examine how panels are established, how 
decisions are made, and the diverse methods used to evaluate 
applicant's credentials. Finally, comparative and 
longitudinal studies should be conducted regarding the 
leadership styles (and other variables) of administrators who 
earned their certificates using alternative route with those 
who earned their certificate using the traditional route. 
Information about the subject of administrative 
certification and alternative certification for school 
administrators is not widely available in usable form. A 
national database should be established for administrative 
certification and include categories like alternative 
certification. The National Association of State Directors 
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of Teacher Education and Certification (NASDTEC), for 
example, could take the initiative by establishing the 
database, creating common certification categories, and 
providing the necessary data. 
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APPENDIX A 
QUESTIONNAIRE #1 
A NATIONAL SURVEY 
OF 
ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION POLICIES 
Questionnaire #1 
Name:_ 
Title:_ 
Address: 
Telephone #: ( )_ 
Certification Agency: 
Chief Certification 
Officer:_ 
(if other than above) 
This survey is designed to gather information relative to 
your state's alternative certification policy for school 
administrators. Alternative certification is a policy in 
which an individual can acquire administrative certification 
with completing traditional certification requirements._ 
Directions: Please answer all of the following 
questions. 
1. Does your state have alternative certification policies 
for school administrators? Please check only one: 
□ Yes □ No 
2. If "yes," please give your perceptions of the reasons why 
alternative certification policies for school 
administrators were implemented in your state. 
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3. If you responded "no" to Question #1, has your state 
considered but rejected alternative certification 
policies for school administrators? 
□ Yes □ No 
4. if you responded "yes" to Question #3, please give your 
perceptions of the reasons why these policies were 
rejected. 
5. If you responded "no" to both Questions #1 and #3, 
please give your perception of the reasons you state has 
never considered alternative certification policies for 
school administrators. 
6. Has your state ever had, but discontinued alternative 
certification policies for school administrators? 
□ Yes □ No 
a. If yes, in what year was the policy implemented? 
b. If yes, in what year was the policy discontinued?_ 
c. Please use this space to discuss the reasons why the 
policy was discontinued. 
7. If your state does not have alternative certification 
policies for school administrators, but is currently 
considering implementing them, please check below: 
□ Yes, alternative certification policies are currently 
under consideration. 
□ No, we are not considering alternative certification 
policies. 
a. If yes, when will a decision about these policies be 
made? 
(Date) 
8. If your state has Interstate Certification Agreements or 
other reciprocity provisions with other states, what 
criteria do you use to certify administrators who have 
attained their certificates using the alternative 
certification route? 
Please return this questionnaire in the enclosed envelope to: 
John S. Gooden 
West Virginia Graduate College 
Institute, WV 25112-1003 
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APPENDIX B 
QUESTIONNAIRE #2 
A NATIONAL SURVEY 
OP 
ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION POLICIES 
Questionnaire_#2 
Name:_ 
Title:_ 
Address: 
Telephone #: ( )_ 
Certification Agency: 
Chief Certification 
Officer:_ 
(if other than above) 
Please return this questionnaire in the enclosed envelope to: 
John S. Gooden 
West Virginia Graduate College 
Poet Office Box 1003 
Institute r WV 2 5112-1003 
PLEASE APPROXIMATE IF ACTUAL FIGURES ARE UNAVAILABLE. 
1. Since the inception of alternative certification, how many 
individuals have been certified using the traditional 
certification route? 
134 
2. Since the inception of alternative certification, how many 
individuals in your state have been certified using the 
alternative certification route? 
3. Please list by area how many individuals have been 
certified using the alternative certification route. 
_ General Administrators 
(those states with only one certificate) 
_ Superintendent/Assistant Superintendent 
_ School Business Manager 
_ Supervisor of Instruction/Curriculum 
_ Secondary Principal/Assistant Principal 
_ Elementary Principal/Assistant Principal 
Vocational Administrator 
4. How many males and females have been certified using the 
alternative certification route? 
Males Females 
5. What were the ages of those who received their 
administrative certification using the alternative 
certification route. 
_ 20-29 years old _ 30-39 years old 
 40-49 years old  50-59 years old 
_ 60 years and older 
6. Please list the undergraduate disciplines of those who 
were certified using the alternative certification route. 
_ Business _ Education 
 Engineering  Liberal Arts 
7. Please list the graduate disciplines of those who were 
certified using the alternative certification route. 
_ Business _ Education 
 Engineering  Liberal Arts 
Law 
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8. What is the prior employment background of those who were 
certified using the alternative certification route? 
_ Business _ Education (K-12) 
 Industry  Military Service 
_ Law _ Medical Profession 
 Higher Education 
9. What is the ethnicity of those who were certified using 
the alternative certification route? Please indicate the 
number in each category) 
_White (not Hispanic) 
_Af rican-Amer ican 
_Hispanic 
_Pacific Islander 
_Native Americans 
10. What is the highest degree earned by those who were 
certified using the alternative certification route? 
(Please indicate the number in each category) 
Bachelors 
Master's 
Doctorate 
11. What is the minimum degree one must have to be certified 
using the alternative certification route? (Please check 
only one) 
□ Bachelors 
□ Master's 
12. Does your state require individuals who have been 
certified using the alternative certification route to 
earn a degree or take courses in educational 
administration? 
□ Yes □ No 
13. Do university or college programs in your state provide 
programs to assist persons in acquiring certification 
using the alternative certification route? 
□ Yes □ No 
14. If yes, please list the college or university and the 
name and a short description of the program. 
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APPENDIX C 
COVER LETTER #1 
Dear 
I am a doctoral student at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst who is in the 
process of conducting a national study of alternative certification policies for school 
administrators. Alternative certification can be defined as a policy by which an 
individual may acquire an administrators certificate without completing the traditional 
certification requirements (not including emergency or wavier policies). This study will 
be helpful to state agencies and others who are interested in administrator certification 
and professional development. 
The purpose of this letter is to secure your participation in this study. Part I of the 
study involves completing the enclosed questionnaire and submitting relevant 
documents in the following four categories: (1) initial certification, (2) certification 
renewal, (3) interstate reciprocity, (4) alternative certification for teachers, and (4) 
alternative certification of school administrators. 
Part II of the study will only involve those participants who indicated that their states 
have or are currently considering implementing alternative certification policies for 
school administrators. Therefore, you might be asked to participate in the second part 
of the study. It is also possible that I might need to contact you by telephone to clarify 
information included in the initial survey or documents: 
Please be assured that your anonymity in this research and the highest professional 
standards will be adhered to throughout the study. You as an individual will never be 
identified in this study. 
Enclosed is a self-addressed, stamped envelope for your use in returning the completed 
survey and the requested materials. Please mail both the survey and the materials as 
soon as possible. 
Your cooperation and prompt response in this study are greatly appreciated and will 
make a significant contribution in a very important area. I hope that the study will also 
benefit you and your state as well. A copy of the findings of the study will be sent to 
you upon request. 
If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me (800-642- 
9842, etx. 1997). 
Sincerely, 
J. Stanford Gooden 
Doctoral Student 
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APPENDIX D 
COVER LETTER #2 
December 13, 1992 
Dear Ms. 
I would like to thank you for your prompt response to my first questionnaire 
concerning alternative certification for school administrators. As I stated in my earlier 
cover letter, this is a two-part study. The first was designed to discern which states 
have alternative certification policies. The second was created to gather information that 
will enable me to develop a demographic profile of those who received their 
administrative certificates using the alternative route. The questionnaire that you 
completed earlier indicated that until recently your state had an alternative certification 
policy for school administrators. 
I am writing to request that you also complete the enclosed questionnaire. I realize that 
you are very busy and might not have the actual figures readily available. Therefore, 
please feel free to estimate or send computer printouts of the information. However, it 
is important that you respond to all questions. 
Will you also complete the enclosed consent form and return it with the questionnaire. 
This information will be part of my doctoral dissertation and (hopefully) subsequent 
publications. If you would like to have a summary of the information gathered, please 
check the box on the questionnaire. 
I really appreciate the time that you are taking from you busy schedule to assist me with 
this study. Alternative certification for school administrators is an area that is being 
discussed at both the national and state levels, and it is my hope that this study will 
contribute to this discussion. If you wish to contact me, please feel free to call: (800) 
642-9842 xl997. 
Thanks again for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 
J. Stanford Gooden 
Doctoral Student 
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